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READER: 
HE DISCOURSES which, 
follow, are not deſgn'd to prove ei- 

ther, 1. That the Raiſed Body wili 
not be Philoſophically the ſame, which was be- 
fore vitally united to the Soul; Or 2dly. 
That God has ſuperadded a Power of Thinking 

to ſome Syſtems of Matter fitly 2 13 
to enquire into the ſtrength of thoſe Argu- 
ments which the very Learned and Reverend 
Dr. Whitby, and ſome other Authors have 
lately Publiſhed to prove the Reſurrection of 
the [ame Body Philoſophically Conſidered, 75 
a Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith; 
Ana of thole Conſiderations, which Mr. 
A 2 Brough- 
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The Preface. 


Broughton, and the Ingenious Mr. Norris 


have inſiſted on as Demonſtrative Proofs, 
that God cannot add a Power of Thinking to 
any Syſtem of Matter, in what manner ſoever 
diſpoſed ; And ſo to reduce theſe Points into 
the State in which the infinitely wiſe God has 
thought fit to leave them, with reſpect to Men. 


It is not fit that Rational Creatures ſhould 
have any thing put upon them, as Demonſtra- 
tively Certain, as long as the Proofs produc d 
to ſupport ſo mighty an Aſſertion, are intrin- 
ſicallj Defective, and fail of ſetting the Pro- 
poſition in ſo clear a Light as is boaſted of. 
Nor is it ſafe, that Chriſtians ſhould hade an 
Propoſitions intruded on them, as Neceſſar) 
Articles of Chriſtian Faith, which are not 
evidently Parts of Divine Revelation, yea, 
clearly tanght in the New Teſtament, Admit 
4 Breach to be made on People in theſe mat- 
ters, you ſap the Foundation of all True Re- 
ligion ; you do in effett, throw up the whole if 
Proteſtantiſm at once. If the generality ef 


People's Minds be tainted as to theſe matters, 


it is not tobe wondred at, if the Numbers be 
great amongft us, who are impatiently deſirou: 
to have a Prince Reign over them, who will 


be ſure to Countenance their Acting with a 
nil ablaneſs to theſe Sentiments, That Reaſon 
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The Preface. 

$ aud Scripture are to be Sacrificed : That In- 
| plieite Faith is the ſole Privilege of Mankind; 
And blind Submiſſion is the whole Duty of 4 
Chriſtian : and who will not be ſatisfied with 


any thing leſs, than Entire Communion with 
the Charsh of Rome. 


It is of the moſt dangerous conſequence, to 
impoſe on People in theſe ſorts of matters. 
Make them Slaves here, ſhackle their Reaſon, 
aud their Faith, All is gone. Diſcretion, 
Morality, and Religion, will ſoon be quite loſt, 
It is very manifeſt, my Thoughts about the 
matters diſcourſed of, agree with thoſe an Ex- 
cellent Crentleman lately Deceaſed, had of 
them: Not becauſe they were his thoughts; 
for I think it a very unworthy thing, & great 
diſparagement to « Rational Creature, to en- 
tertain and eſpouſe Notions, meerly becauſe 
they are other Mens: Tet 1 do not think it 
any prejudice ts what I have Writ, that that 
Great Man was of the ſame mind. I have 
good reaſon to think he underſiood as well, if 
not better, than any Man in Europe, how far 
Humane Reaſon, unaſſiſted by ſupernatural 
Revelation, can reach in ſuch a Caſe as two 
of the following Diſcourſes are concerned about; 
And that he unaerſiood the Holy Scriptares 
much better than any ; yea, all thoſe who ove 
Pub- 
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The Preface. | 
Publiſhed their Explications and Interpret. 
tions of them; at leaſt, all whoje Writings 
of that N, ature have tome within my View, 


It may be, ſome will think me out here, 
becauſe I do not appropriate the underſtanding 
of Scripture to 4 particular Sett of Men. 
They may enjoy the ſatisfattion they take iu 
their own Opinion, without being diſturbed. by 
me. But I hope I may ( without damage tv 
any) declare it is my Opinion, That thoſe 
who judge of the Senſe of Scriptare by Girdles, 
or Caps, or any Habit, are as likely to be mi- 


ſtalen as any of their Neighbours. It was 


the Aſſertion of a Man of great 
Mr. Selden. Fame, that Lay-men have 
beſt Interpreted the hard Pla- 


ces in the Bible, ſach as Johannes Picus, 


Scaliger, Grotius, Salmaſius, Heinſius, &c. 
He that produces better Reaſons for his Inter- 
pretat ions of Scripture, than can be produced 


For any other Interpretations of them, paſſes 


with me for the beſt Interpreter or Explainer 


of Scripture, without concerning my ſelf at 


all about his Garb, his Charatter, or Pre- 


feſſion: 


1 am not Tonorant that many have Writ a- 


gainſt that Excellent Gentleman 1 Jpake of ; 
. An 
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The Preface. 


And that ſome of them had Admirable Ta- 


lents : But I am apt to think thoſe Great 
Men, by affecting to oppoſes him, had the II 
Lack to ſtraggle; It was their Misfortane 
they were got þ pan ont of their proper Provin- 
ces, This 7 am ſare of, whenever I Read 
their Productions of this kind, I cannot avoid 
calling to mind a Saying of the Celebrated 
Monſieur de la Bruyere; with which Paſſage 
I will conclude this Adareſs, but without an 

Application, ſave what Mr. 

Bruyere himſelf gives it. A Chara, &c. 
certain Magiſtrate arriving P. 6. 

by his Merit to the firſt Dig- 

nities of the Gown, thought himſelf qua- 
lifed for every thing: He Printed a Trea- 
tiſe of Morality, and Publiſhed himſelf 
a Coxcomb. 


THE 


A THE 
INTRODUCTION. 


RTICLES of Chriſtian Faith, are 
Truths of very great Importance. Their 
Au bor has ſet 605 before tbe World in 
Jh a Light, and with ſuch Evidence, as is ſuffici- 
ent to obtain tbem Credit, witb all Unprejudiced 
8 Men, Tis very manifeſt, that every good Man 
eigbt to have an affectionate concern for them, be- 
© cauſe their Original is undoubtedly Divine : 'The 
J | Relation they have to the Happineſs of Mankind, is 
E flain and direct And the Influence they will bave 
en People, when Entertain d aright, to make them 
2 | Regular and Excmplary in their Converſations, is 
2 Mighty and Invincible, But we cannot do the 
Articles of Chriſtian Faith their juſt Right, un- 
leſs we guard our ſelves effectually againſt all the 
Artiſices and Miles, which bave been, are, or ſhall 
e made uſe of, to Prevail with People to entertain 
! certain Pectrines, as Neceſſary Articles of Chri- 
ſtian Faith, which are not ſo in Reality; and which 
therefore ought not to be made Equal with, and to 
Ive that Honour attributed to then, which pecult- 
Yar ly belongs to thoſe Doct ines which were Revealed 
and Taught by our Lord Feſus Chriſt, and bis 
ales. | 
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The Introduction. 
It has been often obſerved, that the Beauty of the 
Chriſtian Faich hath been much defaced, and its 
Purity much corrupted, hy Foreign Mixtures, This 
has been matter of frequent and loud Complaints ; 
and many Attempts have been made towards a Re- 
formation. In ſome Places very conſiderable Effeds 
haue follow d; yet in very few, if in any Places, 
bath the Goſpel of Chriſt bad its juſt and full Vene- 
ration paid to it. 1 
Chriſtianity ſuffers much in the World, not only 
by the Grand Blotebes which in ſome Places do almoſt 
overſpread the Face, and Profeſſion of the Chriſtian 
Faith, but alſo by thoſe Encroachments that ar: 
amade on the Chriſtian Faith, by advancing Hu- 
man Interpretations of Goſpel Doctrines, into 
Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith. Jr muy 
with too much Reaſon be ſuſpected that the Faith of « 
great part of thoſe who profeſs the Reformed Re- 
ligion, is but a meer Medley; conſiſting of As- 
ticles which have no juſt Foundation in the Holy 
Scriptures, (or which they do not know to have am 
ſuch Foundation there ) az well as of ſome which are 
certainly taught in the Bible. Who can relate di. 
ſtinctly the many and the great Advantages which 
would accrue to the Chriſtian Church, F all the 
Dodtrines, which are purely Human Interpretations, 
but are Dignified with the Venerable CharadGer of 
Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, were cul- 
led out from thoſe which Chriſt bath taught ; and 
that the Profeſſors of the Chriſtian Faith would be 
prevailed with, to give the Latter al the Veneration 
\wbich is due to them, and to pay the Former 10 
more Reſpect than they juſtly deſerve ? With what 
an amiable and winning Luſtre would the Crs 
9 | : . Fait 
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IT he Introduction. 

Faith appear to all the World ? How entire and un- 
mangled an Honour would be paid every where to the 
only Head of the Chriſtian Church ? With what 
? Cordial Love and Friendſhip would Believers be 
Beautified ? With what wonder fal Succeſs would they 
then mutually build up one another in their moſt Holy 
„ WW Faith? Then ſhould we be inſpired with Devotion, 
Genuine and Noble, Pure and Rational, and our 
| Prayers would be both Fer vent and EffeGual ! This 
) I would have a mighty power on our Lives, and cauſe 
our Converſations to comport with the Purity and 


"8 Tendency of our Faith! This would give ſo Mortal a 
u. oundtoHereſic andSchiſm,that neither the Names 
1% r Things would find place any more ! Then thers 
cy 9d be an end of mercil:ſs Wranglings and Quar- 
7 rellings about obſcure and uſeleſs Conceptions, and 


| Human Syſtems would no longer deflower the Bibles 


8 But this is a Work which requires time, as it deſerves 
ou be conjoyned Pains of the cleareſt Heads, and nioſt 
4 diſintereſted Spirits. F | 


It may not perhaps be amiſs to take notice of oue 


2 Propoſition, which bath lately been contended for, 
hich : which has been earneſtly affirmed to be a Neceſlary 
the Article of Chriſtian Faith, by ſome late Writers, 
1 (and particularly by a very worthy 5 

of 0 _everend * Doctor in Divinity, who * Dr. Whitby, 
= has been as induſtrious to ſerve ene * 
and roteſtant Cauſe as any Man living, and is a 


Perſon of extraordinary great Learning, Modera- 
id be . | 1 
hon and Piety) and to enquire whether what has 
0e ſaid on its bebalf, doth fd ſatisfaGory Proof 
what Plat it deſerves to wear the Character they bave put 
pou it. | | 
Faith B 2 That 


The Introduction. 


_ That the Reſurrection of the Same Body 
Philoſophically Conſidered, is a Neceſſary Ar- 
ticle of Chriſtian Faith, was ſome time ago Aſ- 
ſerted, in order to create in People an Opinion, that 
there was ſomething in Mr. Locke's Eſſay concer- 
ning Human Underſtanding, which is of dange- 
rous Conſequence to Articles of Chriſtian Faith; 
which. gave Mr. Locke an occaſion to enquire 
ſtritly into the Grounds. of that Aſſertion. Since 


that time two or three Authors have undertaken to 


Vindicate that Ajſertion, and to reply to ſome Pal. 
ſages Writ by Mr. Locke on that Subject. Theſe 
Authors bave acquitted themſelves in the Conteſt, 
with a Warmth, and I think Confuſion too, which 
ſeldom fail to accompany the Defence of thoſe Do. 
ctrines, which having their Riſe from Men, are af. 
firmed to be Deſcended from Heaven. 

u Deſign at preſent, is to Conſider briefly what 
theſe Authors have produced to make out the Truth 
of what they 4ſſert ; and what they have offered a. 
gain't the Paſſages they bring out of Mr. Lockes 


3d. Letter to the Biſhop of Worceſter. In ord 


to a more diſtin® apprebending the Strength an 


Pertinency of wbat they have delivered about tu 


Matter, and bow Conſonant their Diſcourſes art 
with their own avored Notions, it may be proper 1. 
tonſider the Senſe of ſome of the Terms in the Pit- 
Poſition they contend for; what they do ſay concer nim; 


them, and concerning ſome other Points, nza hj fe- 


lating to the Matter in Diſpute. 


CHAY 
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KI. 
The true Notion of the Same Boch. 


HE Same Body may be conſidered two 
ways; either in a popular Vulgar 
Senſe, or in a ftri* Philoſophical 
Senſe. Being conſidered in this lat- 

ter Senſe, it muſt conſiſt of the ſame Numeri- 

cal Particles of Matter. The Maſs conſiſt- 

* ing of the ſame Atoms, muſt be the ſame 

„ Maſs, or the ſame Body, let the Parts be 


„never ſo differently tumbled ; but if one of 


* theſe Atoms be taken away, or one new one 
* added, it is no longer the ſame Maſs, or the 
* ſame Body. Mr. Locke's Eſſay, &c. B. 2. 
Chap. 27. 83. No Body, upon the removal 
* or change of ſome of the Particles that at 
* any time make it up, is the very ſame Mate- 
* rial Subſtance, or the ſame Body. Mr. Locke's 
* 3d, Letter, p. 173. This is the true and juſt 
meaning of theſe words, The ſame Body, when 
conſider'd ſtrictly and Philoſophically. In this 
ſenſe, The ſame Body is to be underſtood in 
the preſent Enquiry, concerning the Raiſing of 
the ſame Body, at the General Reſurrection. 
Thoſe who aſſert the Reſurrection of the ſame 
Body, do not except againſt this account of the 
n meaning 
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2 . A Diſcourſe conterning the 
meaning of theſe words, The ſame Body, when 
Philoſophically conſidered, 3 

. Yea, they expreſs themſelves to the ſame 
Effect, when they declare in what ſenſe they 
underſtand theſe words, The ſame Body, in this 
Enquiry, The ſame Body, is the ſame Material 
Subſtance which was vitally united to the Sou] 
bere, Bp. of Worceſter's 2d. Letter, p. 25. The 
Raiſed Body is the ſame Subſtance, Numerically 
with the Body ſown, Dr. Whitby's Comment on the 
_ Epiſtles p. 109. col. 1. The proper Notion of the Iden. 
dentity of the Budy, imports an abſolute Sameneſs in 
Quantity as well as Matter, ſays Mr. Parker, p. 6, 
of bis Sylve, @c. 

And as theſe laſt Authors do mean the ſame 
Body in this ſtri& ſenſe, ſo they do affirm that 
this Propoſition, The wery ſame Body Philoſophi- 
cally confidered, which was vitally united to 
the Human Soul in this World, ſhall at the Ge- 
neral Reſurrection, be raiſcd again, is an Ar- 
ticle of Chriſtian Faith neceſſary to be explicite- 
ly believed by every one. The Biſhop of Wor- 
eefter having affirmed that the ſame Body, in 
the ſenſe mention'd above, ſhall be raiſed a- 
gain, is an Article of Chriſtian Faith, Mr. Locle 
propounded this Queſtion ; © Is it an Article 

© neceſſary to be believed by every one? And 
it is on the account of what Mr. Locke replied 
tothe Biſhop concerning this Matter, that thoſe 
wha have ſince aſſerted the Propoſition, a Ne- 
ceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith, havethought 
fit to publiſh what they have to ſay in Vindica- 
tion of that Point. They do not except againſt 
the Queſtion, nor do they give any expr _ 
Wer 
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Reſarrectiou f the ſame Bod). 3 
ſwer to it, ſo that they plainly allow the Que- 
ſtion, and would have People underſtand, their 
meaning is, That every one muſt neceſſarily 
explicitely believe that Propoſition. That 
which prevail'd with Dr. Whithy to write on; 
this Subject, he declares, was his perceiving that 

the Doctrine of the Reſurrection of the ſame Body 
which dieth, is now either queſtioned, or thought un- 
| neceſſary to be believed, p. 102. This Neceſſity 
they inſiſt on, muſt have relation to ſome Ends, 
concerning which, they would have done well, 
to have declared their Minds in expreſs Terms: 
For if it is Salvation, either they, or ſome. 
others may be in a very dangerous Eſtate. | 
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0 oncerning Propoſitions of Man's Compoſing, 
when propoſed as Articles of Chriſtian 
Faith. 


; 6 abr Terms of that Propoſition, which is 
N of Man's Compoſing, and is affirmed to 
be an Article of Chriſtian Faith, neceſſary to 
| be Explicitely believed by every one, muſt have 
a preciſe determined Senſe, which every one 
muſt underſtand and comprehend, in order to 
[its being Explicitely believed by every one, 
for if the Terms are capable of ſeveral Senſes, 
| he that does believe the Propoſition, but in a 
Senſe different from that which is the preciſe: 
| B 4 de- 
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4 ¶ Diſcourſe concerning the 


determinate Senſe of them, as they expreſs an 


Article of Faith neceſſary to be believed by 
every one, does not believe that Propoſition, 
which is an Article of Faith neceſſary for every 
one to believe; tho' he does profeſs and declare 
his Faith by the very ſame words that others 
do, who do really belleve what is truly an 
Article of the Chriſtian Faith. x 

It will not here ſerve their turn to ſay, The 
words in which Chriſt hath delivered his Fa- 
ther's Mind about the ſame matter, are equiva- 
lent, and of the ſame import with thoſe they 
uſe : For this is no more than to ſay, They un- 
derſtand Chriſt's Words in the ſame Senſe they 
do thoſe Terms, which they rather chuſe to 
make vſe of, in declaring their own Notions 
concerning the matter. But, what aſſurance 
doth this give that they have neither taken in 
more, than what makes up the true and juſt 
Senſe of the Words in which Chriſt hath deli- 
vered to all Men what they are to believe, nor 
left out any thing that is neceſſary to it? Men 
have an undoubted right to aſſign the preciſe 
ſenſe and meaning of their own words; what 
it is they deſign to expreſs, and would have 


other People underſtand by them. And if 


they deſign well and honeſtly, eſpecially if 
what they ſpeak of, is of conſequence to o- 
thers, and neceſſary for them to nnderſtand and 


believe, they cannot doubt of their being un- 


der a mighty Obligation to do ſo, But it is 
not ſo evident that they have a Right to aſſizn 
to every one, the determinate Senſe in which 
they muſt neceſſarily underſtand all the Words 

| | In 
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Reſurrettion of the ſame Body. 5 
in which Chriſt hath delivered any of his Do- 
etrines. They may declare in their own words, 
what they conceive is the true Senſe of thoſe. 

- Propoſitions Chriſt hath taught, and the Rea- 
ſons which induce them to think that the true 
and juſt Senſe of them, is what they think fit to 
expreſs by thoſe other Words. But when 
they have done ſo, none are abliged without 
any more ado, to take their Propoſitions for 
Neceſſary Articles of Faith. They may, they. 
have a Right, and they ought to conſider, whe- 
ther they expreſs themſelves pertinently, and 
to examine whether what they deliver is true 
or not, and accordingly to admit or reject it. 
Thoſe who are convinced and ſatisfied by the 
Reaſons they produce for what they ſay, and 
that they are in the right, will be of their 
Minds, and perhaps will chuſe to expreſs their 
Faith in their Dialect. But they have no right 
to expect others ſhould believe their Declara- 
tions, becauſe they ſay they give a true account 
of the Senſe which Jeſus Chriſt thought fit to 
deliver to all Men in other Words ; nor have 
they a Right to oblige all People to ſubmit to 
what they offer, as the Reaſons why they put 
ſuch a Conſtruction on what Chriſt hath ſaid, 
whilſt they either do not perceive the ſtrength 
of their Reaſons, or perceiving the full force 
of them, are on good Grovnds perſwaded they 
are miſtaken, and can produce much better 
much ſtronger Reaſons why Chrilt's Declara- 
an tions ſhould be underſtood in another Senſe. 
ch If the Reſurrection of the ſame Body ſtrictly 
5 conſidered, was an Article of Chriſtian Faith,; 
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6, A Diſcoarſs concerning the 
If it were taught in thoſe very words, or in 
words evidently Equivalent to them in the 
New. Teſtament, the Propoſitions affirmed to 
be Neceſſary Articles: of Chriſtian Faith, by 
thoſe who contend for the Reſurrection of the 
ſame Body, are ſome of them moſt certainly 
not Articles of Chriſtian Faith. Thoſe who 
are agreed what it is which Conſtitutes the ſame 
Body conſidered ſtrictly; and who are alſo a- 
greed that the Reſurrection of the ſame Body 
ſo conſidered, is a Neceflary Article of the 
Chriſtian Faith, are nevertheleſs ſo far from 
agreeing which is that very ſame Body which muſt 
be raiſed at the General Reſurrection, that they 
lay down Propoſitions, which they affirm are 
Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, that are 
not conſiſtent, but moſt plainly contrary to 
one another. Notwithſtanding their agree- 
ment in Soands, and their zeal for the ſame 
Words, yet on one ſide or other, they are ſo 
very defective, they do not believe an Article 
of Faith neceſſary for every one to believe, ac- 
cording to the declared judgment of each ſide. 
The late Learned Biſhop of Worceſter's Article 
of Chriſtian Faith touching the Reſurrection 
was, That the Body that ſhall be raiſed, is not to 
conſiſt only of thoſe Particles which made up the 
Body when laid in the Grave, but of Particles of 
Matter which were ſome time or otber Vitally united 
to the Soul, Dr. Whitby and Mr. Parker ſay, 
The Article of Chriſtian Faith neceſſary to be 
believed by every one, is, That the Body which 
| ſhall be raiſed, ſhall conſiſt of all, and only theſe 
Particles, which made up the Body when it was laid 
int 
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Entituled, [.4n Account of Mr. Locke's Religion, ] 
declares peremptorily that the very ſame Body 
ſball be raiſed again. But which Body he means, 
Icannot fix on, any farther, than as to St. Paul's 
Body, and the Bodies of thoſe People at Rome, 
and Philippi, to whom he wrote his Epiſtles. 
His Article is plainly different from theirs, 
who believe either of the former Doctrines. 


| He faith that St. Paul, Rom. 8. 11. 23, Phil. 3. 
21, certainly underſtood the Bodies, which he, and 


the Romans, and Philippians then had, p. 149, 
Whereby he plainly means the Bodies of all 
Ages, for he has no reaſon to think there were 


not in thoſe Churches Perſons of all Ages. 
And in reſpect of St. Paul, who writ thoſe E- 


piſtles at different times, it is a plain contra- 
diction; whoſe Body ſtrictly conſidered could 


not be the very ſame at writing both of them. 
Theſe Propoſitions are ſo oppoſite and contra- 
ry, they cannot all of them be true. And 
then certainly they cannot all of them be Ar- 
E ticles of Chriſtian Faith, neceſſary to be Ex- 
plicitely believed by every one. Fix on which 
of them you will, to be the Neceſſary Article, 
all who believe the Reſurrection of the ſame 
Body in either of the other Senſes, (if in one 
of thoſe Senſes, it can be ſaid to be the ſame 
Body) do not believe the Neceſſary Article, 


tho? they expreſs their Faith by the very ſame 


words. Thus, either the Biſhop did not, and 
| thoſe who ſide with him do not, or the Doctor, 
and thoſe who believe his way in this Matter 
do not believe an Article of Chriſtian Faith 
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is the Grave, The Author of a ſort of a Book 
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8 Diiſcourſẽ concerning OY 
neceſſary to he believed by every one. If the 


Anonymovs Author's Article (what it is I know 


not) be the Neceſſary Article, all of both the 
former ſorts, are wretchedly out of the way. 
And if any of the named, or intended Propo- 
ſitions, is a Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian 
Faith, all, of two of the Parties are every jot 
in as bad plight, with reſpect to the Faith of 
the Reſurrection, as any Man who believes not 


any one of them. What a condition muſt Mul- 


titudes of People be in at this rate, if at the 
great judgment, they were to be proceeded 
with according tothe Meaſures decreed by Men 
of too much Heat, and Byaſs'd Aﬀections ! 
And who, not being duly mindful of their 
own lafirmities, do advance their own, or o- 
ther Mens Interpretations, into Articles of 
Chriſtian Faith neceſlary to be believed by every 
one! Suppoſing the Reſurrection of the ſame 
Body was expreſly taught in the New-Telta- 
ment, many more Propoſitions may be formed 
concerning the ſame Body Philoſophically con- 
ſidered ; and, for ought I know, be affirmed 
with as much Reaſon to be Neceſſary Articles of 
Chriſtian Faith, as any of thoſe already named, 
* referred to, becauſe not yet diſcove- 
red. 

The late Aſſertors of the ReſurreQion of the 
ver ſame Body. are not contented that the Re- 
ſurrection of the ſame Body. ſhould be an Ar- 
ticle of Faith; But it mult be the Reſurrecti- 
on of that very ſame Body, which they are 

_ Pleaſed to determine and aſſign, which they 
think fit to diſtinguiſh from all the Bodies Phi- 
loſophi- 
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Reſurrection of the ſame Body. 9 
loſophically conſidered, People have, from their 
coming in, to their going out of the World. 
Jony aſſert ( ſaith Dr. Whitby) the Reſurrection 
of that Body which died, or was corrupted, and am 
not in the leaſt concernedsfor any Changes that it un- 
derwent before, p. 107. If by it, here, the Dr. 
underſtands the ſame Body Bhilo ſophically con- 
ſidered, there cannot be any ground to ſuppoſe 
it could undergo any Change before. This I 
conceive is very plain, That all the Bodies ſo 
conſidered, the Perſon had before, were as 
much his, as That was, and are as really dead 
and corrupted, as That is, or will be. And 1 
do not remember any Reaſon aſſigned, why 
the ReſurreAion, when ſtiled the Quickening of 
the Dead, if the Body is only then ſpoken of, 
may not as well be underſtood of thoſe Par- 
ticles of Matter, which made up the firſt Body 
the Perſon had, or which Conſtituted his Body 
in any. part of his Life, as of thoſe which make 
up his Body in the very laſt part of it. Indeed 
Mr. Parker ſaith, The Holy Scriptures do promiſe 
that the Raiſed Body ſhall be Materially the ſame 
with that laid in the Greve, or conſiſt of the fame 
Individual Particles which were united at the point o 
Death, p. 5. But he did not (I ſuppoſe) think it 
convenient to diſcover to the World any more, 
than that upon his Wora they may take ir, 
that there is ſuch a Promiſe, and that it is 
ſomewhere in the Holy Scriptures : For he nei- 
ther reports the Words in which the Promiſe is 
delivered, nor refers to any part of the Holy 
Scriptures, where it may be found, And no 
Man's bare Affirmation does in ſuch a Caſe, paſs 
with me for a Satisfactory Reaſon, CHAP. 
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CHAP. III. 


Thoſe who aſſert the Reſarrectian of the ſame 
Body, 4 neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith, 
appear ſomewhat Diſtruſtful about it. 


Otwithſtanding thoſe who affirm, the 
LN very ſame Body ſhall be raiſed again at 
the general Reſurrection, is a neceſſary Article 
of Chriſtian Faith, do know ſo well what the 
ſame Body ſtrictly conſider d doth ſignify, and 
do ſo often declare in expreſs Words, that they 
mean the ſame Body in that ſenſe, which they 
muſt, if they oppoſe Mr. Locke, yet they ap- 
pear diſtruſtful of the matter; And are not ſo 
conſtant and ſteddy in their Diſcou rſes, as might 
be expected from Men who are ſatisfied they 
have a promiſe in the Holy Scriptures to war- 
rant and {ſupport what they ſay, Dr. Whitly 
(if I take him aright) clearly gives up the 

int, after all the pains he had beſtowed on 
it. Theſe are his Words, I am far from think- 
ing that to the raiſing of the ſame Body, it can be 
requiſite that theſe Bodies ſhould be made up wholly 
of the ſame particulars which were once vitally uni- 
ted to their Souls in their former Life, without the 
mixture of any other particle of Matter; For were 
this neceſſary to the ſame living Body, we could not 
bave the ſame Bodies for a day; And if it be not 


neceſſary 


| Refurrethins of the ſame Buy 11 
neceſſary to make the Body continue ſtill 75 
ſame, while we live : Jt cannot be neceſl; 
male the raiſed - Body the ſame with that which Ted, 
107. It is certain our Bodies during this 
ife, are continually altered, and remain not 
| the. ſame, Philoſophically conſidered, for one 
hour, or minute together, but only according 
to popular acceptation. And it is 4s certain, 
that if the raiſed, Body have any particles of 
matter, which were not in the Body when laid 
in the Grave, it will not be the ſame Bady in 
that ſenſe in 'which it hath all. along bin pre- 
E tended, every one ought to believe it to be the 
ſame; if the Doctor intended to contend for 
no more, but that the Body at the Reſurrecti- 
on, will be the ſame Body, in the ſame ſenſe 
© that a man's Body is ſaid to be the ſame, all the 
time of his Life in this World; that Excellent 
Author, whom he pretends to write againſt 
5 (whoſe Name, indeed, he does not mention, 
but whoſe words he quotes, tho? not with that 
exactneſs and fairneſs, as might have been ex- 
EZ pected from him) is not at uy concerned in the 
= controverſy. 
Mr. Parker alſo grants Jt may pleaſe God at 
the Reſurrection of the Dead, to add to the Body 
rviſing, or riſen, ſuch new particles, as may com- 
| pleat the perfection #:-a-Y urid Body. It 


ſeems, he thinks ſome particles of Matter have 


a peculiar Dignity above others. But indeed, 
this Gentlemans Diſcourſes are ſo Faſhioned, l 
= cannot underſtand them. YH particles of Mat- 
ter, he ſaith may be added, and yet it ſhall be 
the Ti ſame Body Philoſophically conſidered, 


having 
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12 MA Diſcourſe concerning the 

having an abſolute ſameneſs in quantity as well 
as matter. How can this be? very well it 
ſeems. For he adds, But then thoſe" particles are 
- purely Additional. One particle taken away, 
would make it another Body, or not the ſame 
Body, but new particles added, make no altera- 
tion, it is ſtrictly the very ſame Body ſtill. How 
ſo? Becauſe thoſe new particles are purely ad- 

_ ditional. Hie may believe (ſaith he) that the 
Same particles of matter, which the Grave received, 
ſhall be all raiſed, and united again; which i the Ne 
ſenſe of the Article of the Reſurrection, whether we ti 
believe otber per fectionative particles ſhall be added 
to them or not. For ought 1 perceive, this 
Gentleman will: Licenſe people to believe con- 
traditions. But if he has a promiſe in the {Witute 
Holy Scriptures,” as he pretends, that the very We C 
ſame Body which is laid in the Grave ſhall be Ne ſ 
Taiſed again, and that doth import an abſolute dde- 
ſameneſs in quantity as well as matter; How 
comes he to grant, that God may add new par- 
ticles to it? It is paſt doubt, if God has made 
any ſuch promiſe, he will perform it, and not 
break it, by vertue of this Gentlemans con- 
ceſſion. Some men are as ſingular in their Faith, 
as they are in their way of Reaſoning. They 
.can believe that God will raiſe the very ſame 
Body in the ſtricteſt ſenſe, which was laid in 
the Grave, That is, that when it is raiſed, i: 
ſhall conſiſt of all, and none but thoſe particles BI 
of which it was made up, when it was laid in WF * 
the Grave. And this they believe, becauſe 
God, who cannot lye, has promiſed to do ſo, We 
which is the ſureſt foundation for Faith that 
| cen 
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Reſurrection of the ſame Body, 13 
n be. And yet, they can believe that he may 
id new particles to the raiſed, or riſing Body, 


ecauſe thoſe new particles are purely additi- 


nal particles, that is, do make it perfectly 
other Body, and not the ſame Body which 
as laid in the Grave. Mr. Parker alſo tells us, 


be rh ing Body (ball in matter and quantity be the 
$ady that was Buried, as a grain of Wheat changes 


5 qualigies, or that modification of parts upon which 


qualities depend after it has been ſown, and yet 
e parts after that change are materially the ſame 


With thoſe that were ſown, and in quantity too; tho 
Wdeed 4 nem quantity of matter once diſtin from 


\ be ſo ſuperadded to the quantity of matter which 
. de up the $, Seed when it was firſt ſown, as to con- 
ute firſt the Blade, then the Ear, after that the 


Ve Corn in the Ear. p. 8. Be it ſo; but is it 
We ſame Body when ſo many more parts are 


added than it had before ? 


CHAP, IV, 


; Ve Scripture 8 of the Reſa rrectiun 
Ki rhe Dead. 


TR. Locke ſaith ( for very juſt and good 
/ | Reaſons he had laid down juſt before) 
It ſufffceth chat all the Dead ſhall be Raiſed, 


" and every one appear and anſwer for the 


wass done in this Life, and receive accor- 
C „ding 
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14 A Diſcourſe concerning the 

* ding to the things he hath done in his Body, 
«© whether Good or Bad. He that believes 
S; this, and hath faid nothing inconſiſtent 
% herewith, 1 preſume may and muſt be ac- 
e quitted from being guilty of any thing in- 
*© conſiſtent with the Article of the Reſur. 
© rection of the Dead, Let. 3d. p. 178. This 
ſeems to me to be the Scripture Account of 
the Reſurrection, and of the Reaſon why the 
Dead are to be Raiſed : But the Oppoſers of 
Mr. Locke will not allow this to ſuffice. They 
will have the Reſurrection of Their ſame Boch 
to be a Neceſlary Article of Chriſtian Faith, 


and they aſſign a particular Reaſon why tha i 


{ame Body muſt be Raiſed. : 

That we may comprehend what they ſay of 
this Matter, it will be requiſite to take notice 
of three Things. | 


Firſt, What it is which they ſay Dies. 


_ © Secondly, In what they make the Raiſing of | 
their Same Body to conſiſt. 1 


Thirdly, The Reaſon they aſſign why that 1 
Same Body muſt be Raiſed. 


Theſe things are the more diſtinctly to be ; 


conſidered, becauſe the truth of that Account 
they give of thoſe Places of Scripture, by 


which they would prove that Propoſition to be F. 


an Arvicleof Chriſtian Faith which they affirn 


is ſo, doth depend on the truth of what the; 
ſay of all, or ſome of theſe Points, If they 
are 


Reſurrection of the ſame Body, 15 
ly, are in the Right, the Scripture Doctrine of 
es ¶ the Reſur rection doth not at all concern Dead 
nt I perſons, nor indeed Dead Men; but only Dead 
ac- WW Bodies. And if fo, then what they ſay of the 
in · ¶ points already mentioned, will not conſiſt with 


ur- their own Notion of a Man, or Human Per- 
"his Ion; for they make not any difference that [ 
of W-:n perceive, betwixt them, but both go with 
* them for one and the ſame. | 

hey 

Boch —e * * ene, 
lith. 


* KT. . 
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on "hat. their Notion of a Man, or Human 


Per ſon is. 


Will begin with the Account they give of 
what they underſtand by the word Man, or 
Puman Perſon, or what they ſay doth conſti- 
tea Man. Mr. Locke in his Excellent Ey 
Ncerniug Human Undeiſlading, B. 2. Chap. 2). 
Pes a very diſtinc and clear account in what 
te Identity of the ame Body doth conſiſt; In 
That the Identity of the ſame Man doth con- 


: And what conſtitutes the ſame Perſon. 


count Wh 5 
3g hy ht ſome Men ſeem to affect Ignorance, and 
to be Pafuſon in their Writings about Matters of 
frm” Nature; and more eſpecially, becauſe 


ey were not Taught them ſooner, or becauſe 
Wclnformation comes not from the place, or per- 
, Or in the way they like, © The Identity of 

g C 3 | & the 


16 \ol Diſcourſe e concerning the» 


"+ the. fame. Man (Mr. Locke ſaith ) conſiſts i; 
nothing but the Participation of the ſam 
„ continued Life, by conſtantly fleeting Par. 
e ticles of Matter in Succeſſion, vitally United 
** to the. {ame Organized Body, . 
9. 6. Had. this one thing been minded by 
thoſe who make the Raiſing of the ſame Body 
a, Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith, it migh 
have prevented ſome groſs Paſlages which thej 
have Publiſh'd in their Diſcourſes about th 
ſame Body. Mr. Parker ſtarts an ObjeRioll 
with relation to the Raiſing again of the ver 
ſame Body ; which, if it had been expreſlf 
with Exactneſs, it would have been very ban 
for him, or any Man elſe, to have given a Rf 
tional Anſwerto. His Reply to ic, is ſet dow 
in theſe words: This Objection is of no force, n 
vided we aſſert thoſe Particles fhall be reunited into 
1 95 w 2 were Buried, becauſe whatever we mat 
to be the Principle and Foundation of Identity, 
agreed on all ſides, that ſo long as the life of ui 


2 


1 


ho! is nin terruptea, whatever Particles it ma m 
0 time to time have loſt by Perſpiration, or a . 
Mat 


ir d by Nutrition, the ſeveral Actions perform 
ar d ft ant times, by tht Body of the ſame Pull 
ut to be imp: ted to ir as to one and the ſame Ina 
w1dval, the Principle of Attion in Human Foal 
remaining uninterrutted as long as the Union | 
tween Suit and Body, p. 10, 11. What a hen 
of Grard Abſurdities are contained in thi 
Anſwer? And moft, if not all of them, « 
ſpring from either an ignor ant, or an heedld 
or wiltul Coufovnding the Identity of ul 
dy, with the Identity of che Man. 


Bol 


Reſurrettion of the ſame Boch. . 
Both Dr. ' Whitby and Mr. Parker, do make 
the Vital Union of Soul and Body, to be chat 


ts in 
{ame 
Par. 
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nitel rich Conſtitutes a Man, or Human Per ſon; 111 
2 or they are with them the ſame, as was ob- 1 
d by erved before, tho” the latter is as diſtinct from 0h 
Bodi he former, as the former is from the Body. WH 
nigh{MWrhey expreſs their Thoughts thus. 4s for a | 

they en to be born at firſt, ſigniſies the production and 
t th on of the Eſſential Parts of an Individual Man, 


Gia is Body and Soul; ſo to be born again, or born 
From the Dead, implies the Reſtitution and Feunion 


ver) Y : : 

reſi bis Body, and his Soul; a Man only by that, 
par jecommg the Jame entire Perſon which be was before, 
a r. Whitby, p. 106. No Man (ſaith Mr. Parker } 


don ri ſpeaking, comes into the World with a Soul and 

, pn : 5 ody, but his Soul and Body make 1 that Him, n hich 

into ones into the World, p. 27, Vital Union of Soul 

e mand Body, they bath acknowledge, makes or con- 

ty, . itutes a Man And would they confider a * 

of tle, they might eaſily perceive, that Vital 

it yu nion of the ſame Soul with a Body, makes or 
Fonſtitutes the ſame Man, whether the Union 


or dt 
form 3 ath been interrupted or not, and whether the 
Pera Body conſiſt only of the ſame or other Particles 
ne 11% df Matter. The Body to which the Soul was! 
ode t firſt united, did at that time coniiſtof a cer- 


nion Hain number of Particles of Matter, which 


a heide it Preciſely and Philoſophically that ame, 
in u ody, to which the Soul was firſt United.“ 
em, hen any Particles of that Matter were any 
eech ray loſt, or more and new Particles were ad- 


ed to them, the Body was no longer that 
game Body, to which the Soul was firſt of all 
za United. Theſe Authors uwn, that as long as 

HE C3 | the 


che. 
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18 A Diſcourſe concerning tie 
the ſame Soul continues Vitally United to a 
Body, there is the very ſame Man, tho' the 
Body is not Philoſophically the ſame all that 
time, The ſame Body Philoſophically conſi- 
dered then, is not neceſſary to a Man's being 
the ſame Man; for if it were, a Man would 
continue no longer the ſame Man, than his Bo- 
dy did conſiſt of the very ſame Individual Par- 
ticles, And to me it appears as certain, that 
the very ſame Body ſtrictly conſidered; is 2s 
neceſlary to continue the ſame Entire Man in 
being here, as it can be at the Reſurrection, 
to make the ſame Eatire Man again. If the 
Vital Union of the ſame Soul, and a Body 
makes the ſame Man from Birth to Death, tho in 
that time the Body perhaps is fo much altered, 
that at Death there is not any one Particle of 
that Matter in the Body, which made that Body 
to which theSoul was firſt united, will not a Vital 
Union of the ſame Soul to a Body duly Orga- 
nized, make the very {ſame Man at the Reſur- 
rection, whether that Body be made up only of 
the ſame Individval Particles which made up 
the Body at Death, or ſome other Particles be 
mixed with them ? | „ 
Perhaps it will be ſaid, *tis true, if the Do- 
arine of the Reſurrection did relate to Men, 
the very ſame Men would be Raiſed again, it 
the ſame Souls were united vitaily again to Bo- 
dies, tho? thoſe Bodies ſhould have other Par- 
ticles of Matter in them, than what made up 
their Bodies at Death. But the Doctrine of 
the Reſurrection relates only to that which 
Dies. Let us therefore now conſider _ 
ies, 
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hich 
hat 
Dies, 


| Life, muſt be that only 
is ſaid to Die, Id. p. 104. 
of the Dead ) can agree to nothing but the Body, 


Reſarreition of the ſame Bod). 19 
Dies, according to the Opinion of theſe An- 
thors. And then in what they ſay the Reſur- 
reftion of Their ſame Body doth conſiſt. And 
for what End, they declare that very ſame Bo- 
dy muſt be Raiſed. 


— " — 


1 — 
— : . 


ern 
What Dies, according to theſ Aathors, 


HAT which Dies (they ſay) is only the 
Body. Death only happeneth to this cor- 


| ruptible Mortal Body, Dr. Whitby, p. 103. The 


Body being that alone which is by Death bereft of 
which in propriety of Speech 
That Epitbet (veupav 


Mr. Parker, p. 24. Death, according to theſe 
Authors, happeneth only to the Body; and in 
propriety.of Speech we are told, it is the Bo- 


dy only that dies. Now, I ibould think that 


in propriety of Speech, Death rather hap- 
peneth to the Man; and ſo the Scripture tea- 


ches. The Death of the Body, if ſuch a Phraſe 


may be uſed in ſtrict Diſcourſe, is only the de- 
ſtroying of its Compages, its mouldering into 
Duſt, or the deſtroying of its Faſhion, Shape, 
Structure and Figure, But it muſt be only the 
Body which Dies, becauſe it is only the Body 
which is bereft of life, If ſo, pray where is the 
Ir, | C 4 | Man ? 


* 


20 Diſcourſe concerning the 
Man? What is become of the Perſon? Is he 
ſtill living ? The Vital Union of Sonl and Bo. 
dy, they ſay, conſtitutes the Man, makes the 
Perſon. And this Vital Union is by Death 
undoubtedly broken, yet the Man is not Dead, 
That which Conſtitutes the Man is deſtroyed, 
but the Man continues fate and ſound. This, | 
muſt conteſs,is roo myſterious for me to compr e. 
hend. But faith the Dr. Did St. Paul and hi 
Chriſtian Con panions, 2 Cor. 1. 9. believe that 
the whole aan fl:ould be kill'd by their Perſecutors ? 
Or as tbeir Lord bad taught them, that they could 
k:11 the Body, but could not kill the Soul > Matth. 10, 
26. p. 105. I anſwer, They did not believe 
theli Perſecutors could make them miſerable in 
the future World: But the Soul or Body con- 
ſidered ſeparately, not making the whole Aas, 
but the Vital Union of them, They did not 
doubt but their Perſecutors might break or dil. 
ſolve that Union, And if the Vital Union of 
Soul and Body doth Conſtitute the whole Man, 
and after Death there is no reſtoring or rai- 
ſing the ſame Entire Man or Perſon, as the Dr. 
ſaith there is not, but by a Vital Reunion ol 


the ſame Soul and Body, then the breaking or 


diſſolving of that Vital Union, muſt neceſſari- 
ly be the Killing or Death of the whol: 
Man. 

It may be, it will ſtin be inſiſted on that it 
only the Body that is her eft of life. But what is that 
tothe bulineſs in hand ? According to the No- 


tion of a Man, or Human Perſon, which the) 


Aſſert and Eſtabliſh, the diſſolving of the Vi. 


2 


tal Union muſt unayoidably be the * FN 
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Reſurrectian of the ſame Body, 21 
the Man. And that, one Eſſential part is af- 
terwards withont life, is but a Conſequence of 
the Diſſolution of the former Union. The 
Bod y's being bereft of life, is ſo far from being 
the true and proper Notion of Death, as it re- 
ſpe&s a Man according to their own Notion of 
him; that if the Body after it's ſeparation 
from the Soul, did continue in life, did retain 
in it a principle of life, or was immediately 
vitally united to ſome other vital Principle, 
yet that Vital Union being diſſolved which 
Conſtituted the Man, would be as really dead, 
as he would be, if both Soul and Body were 
bereft of life. 5 
And tho? the Dr. is pleaſed to argue, that 
the Body only - dies, . becauſe it is the Body 
only that is bereft of life, yet neither he, nor 
Mr. Parker do make the Death of the Body to 
conſiſt in its being bereft of Life, but in its 
being corrupted, and having its Figure, and 


will plainly appear by the Account they give 
of what they take to be the Senſe of the Ar- 
ticle of the Reſurrection; which is the next 
thing to be Conſidered. 5 AE 


EC. 


the Contexture of its Parts broken and chan- 
ged, after the Vital Union is diſſolved. Which 
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22 A Difeourſe concerning the 


Is what they make the Reſorredtion of the ſame if 4 
Body to conſiſt. 7. 


T* aequaint us with their opinion of the M. 
Reſurrection of their ſame Body; decla- De 
ring in what the raiſing of that ſame Body doth int 
conſiſt, They expreſs their Notions of it in Dr 
theſe Words. We may believe that the ſame par- ¶ the 
ticles of Matter which the Grave received ſhall be all 
raiſed, and united again, which is the ſenſe of the 
Article of the Reſurredion, Afr. Parker p. 6. 
The' proper notion of a Reſurrection conſiſts in this, 
That it is a ſubſtantial change, by which that which 
was before, and tied, or was corrupted, is produced 
the ſame cla again. Dr. Whitby p. 106. The 
Reſurrection of the Dead can only ſignify the Reſur- 
rection of the Bodies of the Die with the reunion 
of them to thoſe Souls to which they were before united, 
which makes this ReſurreFion advance into a Refur- 
rection of Life, And ſecing that which never fell, 
cannot be (aid to be raiſed up, that which did never 
die, cannot be reſtored from Death, Men cannot 
properly be ſaid to riſe agatn from the Dead, but 
in reſpect to that part, or that ſtate which had fallen, 
and was Dead; And as for a Man to be Born at 
firſt, ſignifies the production and union of the eſſen- 
tial parts of an individual Man, bis ms 
| ou 


Reſarrettias of the ſame Body. 23 

Soul, ſo to be Barn again, or Born from the Dead, 
implies the reſtitution and reunion of bis Body and 
his Soul, a Man only by that becoming the ſame 
entire perſon which he was before. Id. 85752 
Ihe Senſe of the Article of the Reſurrection, 

Mr. Parker faith, is this, the raiſing and uniting 
again all the particles of Matter which the Grave 
rectid ed. That is (as Iapprehend) The Reſur- 
rection of the ſame Body, doth conſiſt in colle- 
| ting or gathering together all the particles of 
Matter, of which the Body was made up at 
Death, and compacting and faſhioning them again 
into the very ſame Body they formerly made. 
Dr. M bithy appears to be of the ſame mind. For 
| tho? a ſubſtantial change, importing a change of 
the Subſtance ,, and ſo, that the very ſame 
thing ſhould be reproduced; by changing it's 
E Subſtance, is what I cannot underſtand ; Vet 
his ſaying that the reſurrection of the Dead, can 
© only ſagnify the reſurrection of the Bodies of the Dead, 
And declaring that the reunion of them to thoſe 
souls, to which they were formerly united, 
makes that reſurrection advance into a reſur- 
rection of Life, ſeem's clearly to ſignify that by 
the reſurrection of the ſame Body, he means, 
the gathering together, and uniting all the par- 
© ticles which formerly made up the Body into 
the ſame Body again; and that the uniting this 
Body thus raiſed, to the fame Soul, to which 
it was before united, is ſomething diſtin from 
the ReſurreQion of the Body, which was com- 
8 pleat Refore: and advances the Reſurrection 
& which was paſt, into a ReſurreQion of Life; 
that is, makes the Body which is raiſed, 9 
5 Body. 


24: JA Diſcourſe concerning te 
Body. When the Doctor ſaid, the ReſurreQi* 
on of the Dead, can only ſignify the Reſurrecti- 
on ot the Bodies of the Dead, he neglected to 
acquaint his Readers, what was to be under- 
ſtood by the Dead, in the laſt part of that ſen- 
tence. The Bodies of the Dead. The enquiry 
might be here, ef the Dead what ? If the anſwer 
is, Bodies. The Bodies of the Dead Bodies, 
will not be very Intelligible If the anſwer 
be, Men. That will contradict what was ſaid, 
vrhen we were told what dies, 'viz. That Death 
happeneth only to the Body. And if the Re- 
ſurrection of the Dead can only fignify the 
Reſurrection of the Bodies of Dead Men, the 
Dead Men, will notwithſtauding the Reſur- 
region of their Bodies, continue Dead. 
Ibe proper notion of a Reſurrection ( ſays the 
Dr.) conſiſts in this, That it is a ſubſtantial change, 
by which that which was before, aud died, or was 
corrupted, is reproduced the ſame thing again, Now, 
paſſing over a ſubſtantial change, it is plain 
the Doctor takes the proper notion of a Re- 
ſurrection to import the reproducing that 
which was before, and died, the ſame thing: And 
that which was before, and died, was the Body; 
Death happening only to the Body. But this 
Body, when Dead, that is, without Life, con- 
tinves the ſame thing it was before, till it cor- 
rupts, and therefore cannot be raiſed, that is, 
be reproduced the ſame thing again before it 
is corrupted; for till then, it remains the ſame 
thing or the ſame Body it was before. If it be 
ſaid, it is now without Life, whereas before it 


was vitally united to a Soul, and the Reſurrecti- 


on with reſpe& to ſuch a Body, is a repro- 
ducing it the fame thing it was before, that is; 
a Living Body, or a Body vitally united to a 


very ſame principle of Life, to the very ſame 
Soul, to which it was before united.) Then 
1 muſt take notice that the vital union of it 
to the ſame Soul, makes the very ſame Man 
which was before. And if this is the proper 
notion of a Reſurrection, the proper notion 
of a Reſurrection, muſt conſiſt in reproducin 

the ſame Man which Died. For it is not poſ- 
ſible in this caſe that the ſame Body ſhould. be 


the vital union is a reproducing of the ſame 
Man. Thus, the proper notion of a Reſur- 
rection, when the Body is without Life, and 
not corrupted, or any of its particles diſſipa- 
ted, is the reproducing the ſame Man. 

But if the Body is corrupted, what is the 
proper notion of a Reſurrection then? I An- 
wer, It is the reproducing the ſame thing again. 
Now, what muſt be underſtood by the ſame 
thing here ? 1 ſuppoſe, The ſame Body it was, 
before it was corrupted ; which muſt conſiſt in 
gathering and vniting together all the indivi- 
dual particles of Matter which made up the 
Body before it was corrupted. So that the 
proper notion of a Reſurrection, when the Body 
is not corrupted, relates to the Man; But when 


of a. Reſurrection relates only to the Body. 


proper notion of a ReſurreQion, the very ſame 
| Body 


principle of Life, (and I will ſuppoſe,” to the | 


reproduced; becauſe that actually Exiſts, and 


the Body is corrupted, then the proper notion 


Now ſome may be apt to ſay, if this laſt be the 
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or as much without life, as it was, when laid 
in the Grave; And to what purpoſe muſt the 
Body be thus raiſed? The Anſwer theſe Au- 
thors give to that Queſtion 1s another thing to 
be taken notice of; And is to this effect. 


— — — moto 1 E — 
e 

For what end the ſame Body is to be raiſed 
ain. 1 1 


E very {ame Body ſtritly conſidered, 
muſt be raiſed up again at the general 
Reſurrection, that it may receive Rewards or 
Puniſhments for the Good or Ill things it for- 
merly did. Mr. Parker ſaith, The end for which 
the Apoſtie ſays the Body (hall be raiſed, is, that 
it may ſuffer for thoſe Il things, er be rewarded 
for tboſe Good things, to the doing of which it bas 
been inſtrumental. p. 10, Dr. Whitby ſaith, The 
Body is to be raiſed and reunited to the to the Soul, 
to receive Rewards or Puniſhments with it, or to be 
inſtruments by which the Soul ſhall be Rewarded or 
Puniſbed. p. 107. Without enquiring where the 
Apoſtle doth ſay, what, it is affirm'd he does ſay, 
for it is eaſy for any one to produce pieces ot 
Scripture, which he would have to be interpre- 
ted and underſtood according to his own mind ; 
I ſhall obſerve, that if the Body can any way 
be the proper ſubject of Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments, it cannot be capable of either, whilſt 
it 
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Reſurrettion of the ſanie Body. a9 


it is without Lite; And therefore being raiſed, 


it muſt be vitally. united to a principle of Life 
to render it capable of Rewards and Puniſh- 
ments. Now at this rate, the very ſame Body 
may be raiſed, and continue as void of Life, as 
it was when laid in the Grave; Yea it may be 
made the ſame Living Body it was before, and 
and ſo as capable of Rewards and Puniſhments, 
as Life can render it, and the ſame Man not 
| exiſt. The ſame Soul is neceſſary, tho' not 
| the ſame particles of Matter, to conſtitute the 
| fame Man; But the ſame Soul is not neceſſary 
to make the ſame Body, the fame living Body; 
# becauſe a vital union to any principle of Life, 
will ſerve for that. But the Dr. faith, there 
muſt be 4 reunion of the Body to the ſame Soul 
r which it was before united, which makes that Re- 

8 ſurreFion advance into 4 Reſirrection of Life. Now, 
if by Reſurrection of Life he means, doth make 
the raiſed Body, a living Body; then there is 
no neceſſity of the ſame Soul for that purpoſe, 
becauſe it may be effected another way, If by 
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is deſigned to ſignify in the New Teftament, I 
© conceive he is much miſtaken ; for the Dr. 
Leeds of the Reſurrection in general. whereas 
in Scripture that Phraſe relates only to the 
I kefurrection of the juſt, in expreſs oppoſition 
to the Reſurrection of the Wicked. I conceive 
Ithis is plain, that if the reunion of the fame 
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1. Fouls with Bodies, whether Philoſophically 
Ay Ithe ſame or not, is an Artide of Chriſtian- 
b. Faith, it is an Article diſtinct from that of the 
1n {Reſurrection of the Dead, as taught by them, 


who 


Reſur rection of Life, he means what that phraſe 
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28 A Diſcourſe concerning the 

who affirm that the Refurrection of the Dead 
in Scripture, relates only to the Body, and 
that Men do not die, and therefore are not to 
be raiſed. It ſeems clear to me, that accor- 
ding to their account of a Reſurrection, the 
ſame Body may be raiſed, and be without life; 
the ſame Body may be made anew the ſame 
living Body, and the ſame Man not Exiſt, The 
ſame Body, and the ſame Soul may be again 
vitally united, and fo the ſame Man he repro- 
duced, and the ſame Perſon not exiſt. And 
whereas they ſay, the End, why at laſt the 
{ame Body muſt be again made a living Body, 
yea, and be vitally united to the ſame Soul to 
which it was before united, is, that it may be 
rewarded or puniſhed ; Yet, if Life will make 
the Body capable of rewards and puniſhments, 
the ſame Soul is not Neceſſary. And if the 
ſame Soul be vitally united to it, there will of 
neceſlity be the ſame Man; and then it will not 
be the Body, but the Man which will be re- 
warded or puniſhed, if Rewards or Punifh- 
ments ſhall ,without any more adoe be termi- 


nated on that Subject. But Rewards and Pu- 


niſhments coming into Conlideration, it may 
be fit to take notice, that they cannot be Righ- 
reouſly diſpens'd but into Perſons ; And that 
the Scripture Doctrine of the Reſurrectioa 
plainly refers to Perſons. The Term. Reſr- 
rection, when the raiſing of the Dead is ſpoken 
of, doth not properly belong either to the 
Soul, or to the Body, but only ſignifies ſuch a 
vital union of the ſame Soul with a Body, as 1s 
neceſſary to the Reproduction of the very ſame 
Perſon who Died, MM. 
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Mr. Parker faith, p. 29. Unleſs we alledge this 
Propoſition, tbe Dead ſhall be raiſed with the very 
ame Bodies that they had before in this life, to be an 


r- Article of Faith, as it ſtands for the Senſe of this 
he {Mrropoſation, The Dead ſhall Riſe, we cannot believe 
fe; be 5 of the Reſurredtion to be true in a Senſe 
me rbercin we are obliged to believe it to be true. And 
"he ell the Ground, I find, he has to ſay ſo, is, be- 
ain Nrauſe the Body only Dies. He is poſitive and 
ro. expreſs, That the Body only Dies: And that 
ind nothing is raiſed but that which Dies. And in 
the Nhat he makes the raiſing of the Body to con- 
dy, It., has been already related. Now let any 
to Plan living, take the words of the Propoſition 
be Fbore- mentioned, (and affirmed to be an Ar- 
lake Mficle of Faith neceſſary to be Explicitely be- 
nts, {Wicved by every one) in Mr. Parker's declared 
the {Meaning of them, and make Senſe of them as 
u of {Whey are there put together, if he can, The Dead 
not hall Riſe, is a very plain Propoſition, which 
e re- rrery one may eaſily underſtand. But what an 
nifn- extravagant Arrogance muſt it be, for any Man 
rmi- : o aſſume to himſelf Authority to oblige every 
Pu- ne to believe it is Unintelligible, and does 
may Errol in it, the Abſurdelt Nonſe nſe that 
digh. Hin poſſibly be deviſed ? 
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S 


Arguments to prove the Reſurrection of the 
ſame Body, a Neceſſary Article of Chri. 
ſtian Faith, 


HE Subſtance, and entire Strength of i 
what has been produced from Scripture, 

to prove the very ſame Body ſtrictly conſide- . 
red, ſhall be Raiſed again at the General Reſur. iſ 
rection, is an Article of Chriſtian Faith, is to 
be found in the very Learned and Reverend IM 
Dr. Whitby's Diſcourſe vpon this Subject, in his MF 
Preface to the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians: 
And he hath added ſuch other Conſiderations, . 
as he thought proper to induce People to reckon 
it an Article of Chriſtian Faith. For which 
Reaſons, I ſhall take little or no notice of thei 
other Writers, and conſider particularly what 
the Learned Dr. offers in Proof of that: 
Point. | | | 
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8 W Mt. hc. e * — yo — 


SECT 


the rs, Opinion of Heathens, that Chriſtians 
Ti believed the Reſurreition of the very ſame 


Body, Conſidered. 


| of if 


3 


ure N che firſt place he informs us, The very 
a 5 Heathens look d upon it, as a Fundame 1 Do- 
b ie of Chriſtianity, and the Ground of their moſs 
ur. ed Hopes; and therefore to defeat their Hopes, 
is to ent the very Bones of Chriſti Martyrs, and re- 


rend Wiced them to Aſhes, and then threw thoſe Aſhes into 
n his We Kiver Rhodanus, p. 102. It is very certain, 
ae Heathens did miſrepreſent ſome of the Do- 
101”, ines of Chriſtianity, which one would have 
ko Wought it hardly poſſible for them not to un- 


Erſtand aright : And it is not very unlikely, 
Wat they migkt miſtake, or not underſtand ex- 
Ay other of its Doctrines. However, their 
As will not certainly prove, They perfectly 
Nerſtood what the Chriſtians believed con- 
ning the Reſurrection of the Dead. If they * 
pught Chriſtians did believe that the very 
pe Body Philoſophically conſidered, ſhould 
raiſed again, they had no occaſion for the 
Tpole aſſigned, to ſcarteer the Aſhes of their 
pes into the River, when ſo many Particles 
their Bodies had been diſſipated by Burning 


F the 
What 
that 
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them. Their taking this method to defeat C 
the Chriſtians Hope, is a much plainer Argu- 
ment, that they underſtood not the Faith 
of Chriſtians concerning God's Omnipotence, 
than that they were acquainted aright with 
their Belief touching the Reſurrection of the 
Dead. Theſe Facts of theirs, were effects of 
their Paſſion and Rage, not of their Reaſon; 
And their Irrational Facts, will hardly amoun 
to a ſolid Proof, that the Propoſition contend. 
ed for, was a Doctrine believed by all Chriſti 
ans in their days. But ſuppoſe Chriſtians di 
at that time, believe the Reſurrection of th 


very ſame Body in the ſtrifteſt Senſe ; Th en 
will moſt, prove no more than that they dit 
then underſtand the Scriptures which deli ent 
the Doctrine of the Reſurrection of the Deal of 
in that determinate Senſe. It will not pro n 


that he who believes what the Scriptures tead 
concerning the General Reſurrection, muſt nt 
ceſſarily believe the Reſurrection of the Dez 
in that Senſe. Men of eminent Picty, and ei 
vent Devotion, are not [nfallible Inter prete 
of Holy Scripture. But alas! how few, if a 
of the Martyrs and Primitive Chriſtians did d 
ſcend into this Philoſophick Enquiry, but u 
derſtood the ſame Body in the vulgar Senk 
The Primitive Chriſtians and Martyrs appl/ 
themſelves to more uſeful and noble Buline 
chan forging Articles of Faith for all Peop! 
by jumbling Philoſophick Notions with ü 
plain Dictates and Inſtructions of their Lo! 
This was a Work that ſuited better with Mc 
who living in a more corrupt ſtate of 6 
Chu 


Reſurreition of the ſame Body. "my 
feat Church, were not more intent on winning Sin- 


gu. ners to Chriſt, than they were induſtrious to 
aith make Proſelytes to a Seq or Party. 

ne, 

with e 
Will | 

ts of | | 

fon 1 TEC. 3 

1Ouſt | 

io The Teſtimony of Ancieut Orthodox Writers 
wry Conſidered, as to this Point, 
ff the 


Secondly, HE Dr. endeavours to prove by 
ey di "_— ſome Quotations out of Anti- 
elne ent Chriſtian Writers, That the Reſurrection 
of the ſame Body ſtrictly conſidered, was the 
Antient and Received Doctrine of the Orthodox 
« tea” ofeſſors of the Chriſtian Faith, Now, whether 
they were Orthodox in what they profeſſed to 
believe, as to this, and other matters, can be 
nde nown no other way, than by comparing the 
Doarines they profeſſed to believe, with what 
Is taught in the Holy Scriptures concerning 
"1;d (noſe Points. As for their Interpretations, 
but ey are like other Mens; Juſt of ſo much 
| Weight and Authority, as the Reaſons and E- 
appli ences are, which they produce to ſhew that 
300 © Senſe in which they underſtand ſuch Por- 
tions of Scripture, is the Proper and Genuine 

vith Penſe of them; and that, in which they ought 
— be underſtood, - rather than in any other, 
ih The Paſſages the Dr. quotes out of ſome of the 
of i Antient Chriſtian Writers, may prove that 
92 ſome 
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ſome of the Antient Chriſtians did believe 
what thoſe Sentences expreſs ; but they will 
not prove that all Orthodox Chriſtians did be- 
lieve the ſame, Thoſe Quotations do not prove 


thoſe Authors Orthodox in believing what is 
contained in them, And by what the Dr. 


quotes out of thoſe Antients he alledges in this 1 
Matter, it ſeems pretty clear to me, that thoſe A 
Authors did not conſider or underſtand the in 
Body Philoſophically, or in the Dr's Senſe, in 1 
the Doctrine of the Reſurrection. _ C 
| 2 
4 | 3 _ -- = a: 
or 
| th 
8 EBC T. III. th 
| | | {t 
That the Reſurrection of the ſame Bod) ts d) 
truly Grounded on the Scriptures, Con- 
ſidered, f 
Third 1 E Dr. proceeds to ſhew, (as he 
3 faith ) that This Doctrine of the P: 
Primitive Chriſtians, is truly Grounded on the ed 
Scriptures, and therefore ought to be received and * 
owned as an Article of Chriſtian Faith. But here, t 
it may properly enough be ask'd, which Do- nc 
drine of the Primitive Chriſtians he will ſhew de 
is truly Grounded on the Scriptures ? For the tn 
Do&rines concerning the Reſurrection, as de- Sc 
livered in the Paſſages he Quotes out of the th 
Antients, are various, and (as I conceive) is 


not one of them the ſame, with that he aſſerts 
| i 
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js an Article of Chriſtian Faith. According 


to St. Clement, People are to come to Judg- 
ment in that very Fleſh, in which they were 
called to the Chriſtian Faith : And therefore 
not neceſſarily with thoſe very Bodies they had 
juſt before they died. According to Jræncut, 
all the Fleſh of all Mankind muſt be raiſed. 
And according to Tertullian, it is Man's Fleih, 
indeterminate ly as to any part of his Life, 
which muſt be raiſed. Thus theſe Primitive 
Chriſtians did not agree about the Matter one 


with another, nor any of them with the Dr. 


and with thoſe who affirm that this Propofiti- 
on, The very ſame Body Philoſophically conſidered, 
that is laid in the Grave, ſhall be raiſed up again at 
the General Reſurrection, is an Article of Chri- 

ſtian Faith neceſſary to be Explicitely believed 
by every one. 
| cannot therefore expect the Dr. ſhould 
ſtrictly prove their various Sentiments, to be 
truly Grounded on the Scriptures. For tho? ! 
know he hath been a very diligent laborious 
Reader of the Fathers, and doth very juſtly 
pay them a great Veneration, Yet I am ſatisfi- 
ed, he hath ſuch a regard to Reaſon and Good 
Senſe, hedoth not take the Primitive Chriſtians 
to be Orthodox in thoſe Points. in which he doth . 
not agree with them, He did not therefore 
deſign, (I may ſafely conclude) to ſhew that 
their Doctrines were truly Grounded on the 
Scriptures, any further than he apprehended 
them to be the ſame with that, which he aſſerts 
isa Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith. The 
Doctrine then, which he purpoſed to ſhew, is 
D4 truly 
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truly Grounded on the Scriptures, is, That the 
very ſame Body which is laid in the Grave, 
ſhall be raiſed again at the General Reſurrecti- 
on. This Doctrine, it is ſaid, is truly Groun- 
ded on the Scriptures, It is not expteſly taught 
there : For if it was, there would not be any 
occaſion to graft it on thoſe Texts of Scripture, 
which are alledged by them who affirm, it is a 
Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith. 

The late Aſſertors of this Doctrine, are at 
preſent peremptory, that it is a Neceſſary Ar- 
ticle of Chriſtian Faith, and that it is truly 
Grounded on the Scriptures. Yet it may be- 
hove them to conſider calmly, whether they 
will ſtand to it, and undertake to maintain and 
make all this good, at the General Reſurrecti- 
on, if it ſhall then appear, that ſome new Par- 
Licles of Matter are in the Bodies with which 
the Dead ſhall then come? And whether they 
are certain they ſhall at that time, if the Caſk 
prove ſo, have aſſurance enough to Impeach 
the Almighty and moſt Righteous God, for 
acting contrary to, and incanſiſtently with 
their Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith 
Whether they will then dare to affirm he has 
not raiſed the Dead? That the very fame Per- 
ſons are not reproduced, which lived formerly, 
\ becauſe what he hath done in the buſineſs of the 
Reſurrection, doth not exactly agree with 
their Philoſophick Scheme, and the Interpre— 
tations they have Magiſterially Tack'd to What 
he has taught? It may with great treaſon be 
gveſtioned, whether ſome Men will as conf- 
dently aſſert at the Great Judgment, that cer- 

| ; tall 
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tain Propoſitions were Neceſſary Articles of 
Chriſtian Faith, to be Explicitely believed by 
every one, as they have affirmed them to be ſo 
in this World ; and eſpecially when they had 
got the Secular Power to ſupport them in what 
they ſaid, and to degrade and diſparage it ſelf, 
by executing their Revenge on them who 
would not flavifily ſubmit to an Authority 
they chim'd, but had no right to. This be- 
ing deſigned only with reſpect to the haughty, 
inſolent Intruders on Chriſt's Prerogative, is 
expreſs'd by much, too mildly. They have 
great reaſon to queſtion or debate the Matter 


| with themſelves. Yet becauſe moſt People, 


when heated with a mighty Conceit of the Do- 
crines they do believe, and finding it is ne- 
ceſſary at leaſt for the preſent, that they be- 
lieve them, are too much inclined to have 
their own Perſuaſions the Meaſure of other 
People's Belief, Ir is very fit they ſedately con- 


ſider, whether they have right, to affirm any 
| Propoſition is an Article of Chriſtian Faith 


neceſſary to be believed by every one, bur 
which they are ſure they may without any He- 
litancy or Trepidation, juſtify to be ſo at the 
Great Day. 


Thoſe who aſſert the Propoſition I am ſpea- 


king of, is a Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian 
Faith, have provided ſuch a Neceſſary Article 
for all Chriſtians to believe, as no Man can in 
an ordinary way know is True. Yea, which (if 
it is an Article of Chriſtian Faith) will render it 
impoſſible for any Man after the Reſurrection, 


to know that he is the ſame Man or Perſon he 
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38 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
was formerly: For ſecing he is abſolutely ig- 
norant of, and cannot know the Numerical 
Particles his Body did conſiſt of, when laid in 
the Grave; and he cannot by this Article be 
the ſame Man or Perſon, unleſs his Body do 
conliſt juſt of the ſame Numerical Particles 
that Body did conſiſt of, which was laid in the 
Grave, he will never be able to know, or be 
ſtrictly certain, that he is the very ſame Man 
or Perſon which formerly lived in the World, 

Thoſe who have attempted to prove the 
Propoſition under Conſideration, a Neceſſary 
Article of Chriſtian Faith, and truly Grounded 
on the Scriptures, ſhould firſt of all have con- 
ſidered, whether they can produce good Evi- 
dence that the Notion of the ſame Body Phi- 
loſophically Conſidered, ever entred into the 
Minds of them who Writ the Books of the New 
Teſtament ? And that if they could prove 
that, Yet unleſs they could alſo prove, that they 
had given publick Notice to all for whom their 
Writings were deſigned, that they uſed the 
Words by which they have delivered the Do- 
Qrine of the Reſurrection of the Dead, to 
ſignify preciſely the very ſame Body Philoſo- 
phically Conſidered, we ought in reaſon, to 
— them in a popular and common 
Senie, 


CHAP. 
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10 CHAP. VI. 
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- Proofs from Scripture C onſidered. 

1 og E ſure way to prove a Propoſition an 
* Article of Chriſtian Faith, is to ſhew it 
ry taught in the New Teſtament. Thoſe who 
led are fully perſwaded that the whole Mind of 
wy God, revealed by Jeſus Chriſt to the World, 
vi. is contained in thoſe Sacred Records, will not 
hi. admit any Doctrine, whatever Character it 
the may have on other accounts, to be an Article 
ew of Chriſtian Faith, which cannot be made ap- 
vue pear to be delivered in ſome part of that Book; 


And they readily entertain, and firmly believe 
deir any Propoſition, when clearly and fully mani- 
the feſted to be taught there. To prove that the 


50. 8 fame Body ſtrictly conſidered, ſhall be raiſed 


ro gain at the General Reſurrection, ſeveral Por- 
tions of Scripture are alledged. And the o- 
ther Conſiderations which have been offered in 
favour of, and to countenance the Aﬀertion, 
that that Propoſition is an Article of Faith, 
Vea, to prove it is one, having been taken no- 
| tice of in the preceding Chapter, I ſhall now 
$ conſider what has been produced from Scri- 
pture to prove the truth of what they affirm. 
The Places of Scripture produced out of the 
8 New Teſtament, to prove the Reſurrection 2 
| Le 
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40 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
the very ſame Body ſtrictly confidered, an Ar- 


ticle of Chriſtian Faith, are theſe, Rom. 8. 11, 
Some Verſes in the 15th Chap. of the Firſt 


1 of St. Paul to the Corinthians. John 5th. 
28. Rom, 8th. 2 3. and Philip. 3d. 20,21. But the 


Propoſition pretended to be a neceſſary Article 
of Chriſtian Faith, is not taught in any of theſe 
portions of Scripture, nor is it grounded on any 
of them conſidered by themſelves, nor onall of 
them conſidered together; But upon the In- 
ter pretations or Senſes they who quote theſe 
places of Scripture to countenance their Aſler- 
tion do put upon them. Now, if their Inter- 
pretations of theſe Scriptures be not undoubt- 
edly true, the propoſition they would ſupport 
and juſtify by thoſe Interpretations, cannot by 
vertve of them, be an undoubted and neceſſary 
Article of Chriſtian Faith. And their Inter- 
pretations of moſt of theſe places of Scripture, 
do ſuppoſe the Truth of one or both of theſe 
Propolitions, viz, 1. That the Man or Hu- 
mane Perſon doth not properly Die, but only 
the Body. 2. That a Man, or Humane Perſon, 
is no longer the ſame Man, or Humane Perſon, 
than his Body doth conſiſt of the very ſame 
numerical particles of Matter. Both which 
Propoſitions are moſt apparently not true; 
utterly inconſiſtent with their own eſtabliſhed 
notion of a Man, or Human Perſon; And do 
obviouſly contradi& the common ſenſe of man- 
kind. The ſame perſon ( ſays Dr. Whitby) can- 
not be raiſed again without the raiſing of his Body, 


to be united to his Soul, much leſs be raiſed from 
the Dead, without raiſing that of him which was 


Dead, 


3 at Goa 
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Dead, which only was his own, and not another 
Body, which before was no part of bim. p. 107. 
Thus much in general concerning their Scrip- 
ture proof. Let us now conſider the particular 


places of Scripture, they alledge to make good 
what they affirm. * 


S Be. I. 
Rom. Chap. Sth. J. 11. Conſidered. 


H E firſt portion of Scripture brought to 
prove their propoſition an Article of 
Faith is Rom. 8. 11. But if the Spirit of him 
that raiſed up Jeſus dwell in you, be that raiſed up 
Chriſt from the Dead, ſhall alſo quicken or make 
alive your Mortal Bodies by his Spirit that dwclleth 
in you, That is, ( ſays Dr. Whitby) He ſhall 
raiſe them from the Dead, for that (Gordy, 
and tyceav, to quicken and raiſe up, are with 
relation to this matter, words of the ſame import, 
we learn from Fobn 5. 21. p. 103. But notwith- 
wanding ſuch good evidence that theſe phraſes 
are on this occaſion of the ſame import, they 
are often uſed by the Dr. in his Diſcourſe re- 
lating to this Matter, as ſignifying two things 
perfectly diſtinct. And if the Body only dies, 
and the raiſing of the Dead, is the ſame thing 
with quickning of the Body, then the Scripture 
Doctrine of the Reſurrection of the Dead, is 
only, that the ſame Dead Bodies ſhall be quick- 
ned, or made living Bodies again, without de- 
| termining, 


un 


42 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
termining that they ſhall be reunited to the 
ſame ſouls to which they were before united. 
But notwithſtanding thoſe two Greek Words 
may be of the ſame import, when uſed with 
relation to the ſame thing, yet neither the 
one, nor the other, nor both of them do ne- 
ceſſarily note, that the general Reſurrection at 
the Laſt Day is ſpoken of, when they are uſed, 
But the ſenſe of them muſt be learnt from the 
matter which is diſcourſed of. And it appears 
plain to me, that in this 1 1th, v. of the 8th, 
Chap. to the Romans, the general Reſurrection 
at the Laſt-Day is not ſo much as hinted at. 
The Apoſtle here declares and proves that ſin- 
cere Chriſtians muſt and will lead truly Regular 
and Obedient Lives, becauſe the Spirit of Chriſt 
in them, is a vital principle, effectually influ- 
encing them in whom he dwells to a Holy and 
new Obedience. Shall make alive your mortal 
Bodies, that is, ſhall enable you to offer up your 
frail decaying Bodies, living facrifices unto 
. God, to yield them, and the members of them, 
6 inſtruments of Righteouſneſs unto Holineſs. 
| and to employ and uſe them in the actual and 
ny ſteddy performing of that Obedience and Duty 
| 1 which Chriſt your Lord enjoyns you, This 
14 ſeems to me the genuine ſenſe of the Words, 
i conſidering what goes before, and what fol- 
1 lows after them. This is what St. Paul often 
|| puts them in mind, is their great duty, and to 
which he exhorts and preſſes Chriſtians with va- 
riety of very pertinent and powerful conſidera- 
tions, and in phraſes very like, and near a kin to 
thoſe uſed in this verſe as in the 6 and 1 2 Chap. 
and other parts of this Epiſtle. Sect, 
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SECT. II. 


| The Quotations out of 1 Cor. 15th. conſi. 
dered-. 


rr E ſecond portion of Scripture alledged 
; to prove that the ſame Body ſtrictly con- 
ſdder'd muſt be raiſed again, conſiſts of ſome 
E Verſes in the 15th. Chapt. of the 1ſt. Epiſtle 
of St. Paul to the Corinthians, viz. V. 35, 42, 43. 
Wand 53. Yet this whole proof depends entirely 
8 on this ſuppoſition; That it is only the Body 
that Dies. For the ſake of which notion, The 
i Dead, mult ſignify the Bodies of the Dead. Andto 
give more countenance to it, two Queſtions are 
Wpropounded, which it is pretended cannot be 
anſwered but by the help of TOUR, The Body, | 
Wiz. What is the ſubſtantive to the pronoun and 
Wadjetive four times mentioned? and what is the 
: Nominatiue Caſe to welpe ſcu if o is not? 
Wea ( ſaith the Dr.) the Apoſtle argues thus, The 
Dead ſhall be raiſed up, Ai Je, for this C orruptible 
(Body) muſt put on Incorruption, Þ.i03, And 
gain, The Apoſtle proves 0! veupol . txpXHooiſe 
be Dead ſhall be Raiſed, becauſe this Corruptible 
ruſt put on Incorruption, v. 53 p. 104. + Here I 
take the Dr. to be very much out, not only be- 
Nauſe he expreſly declares in this Diſcourſe, that 
Eke apoſtle is not proving the truth of the Re- 
: EY urrection 
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44 MA Diſcourſe concerning the 
ſurrection in this part of the Chapter, but had 
entirely diſpatch'd the queſtion concerning the 
truth of the Reſurrection of the Dead, in that 
part of the Chapter which precedes, v. 35. But 
alſo becauſe, theſe words, For this corruptible muſt 
put on Incorruption, do not at all refer to the rai- 
ſing of the Dead; But are a reaſon given by the 
Apoſtle why thoſe people who ſhall be found a- 
live, who ſhall not Die, and therefore will have no 
need, nor be in a Condition to be raiſed from the 
Dead, muſt be changed. As will appear moſt 
plain by comparing this 53. v. with that before it. 
But what can be ſaid to the Queſtions that are 
propounded ? If was is not the Nomnative 
Caſe to ontpta v. 42, 43. what is? Several 
Anſwers may be given to the Queſtion, T« c 7ty- 
14%, That which is ſown, may be the Nomi- 
native Caſe, And if thereupon it be ask'd, Is 
not that which is Sown, the Body ? I Anſwer, 
no. That which is here ſpoken of as Sown, is 
the Perſon, or Man, who is to Die. Man du- 
ring his abode in this World, is compared to a 
Seed Sown, and as the Seed after it is Sown, 
muſt die in order to its Springing up again, and 
producing Fruit, ſo Man, whilſt he Lives in 
this World, is faid to be Sown, and he muſt 
die in order to his being raiſed again; for unleſs 
Death intervene there can be no Reſurrection. 
The Keſurrection of the Dead, that is, ( faith the 
Dr.) of the Bodies of the Dead. I will ſuppoſe, 
he means Dead Bodies, Bodies Corrupted, or 
without Life, (for otherwiſe he muſt own 
that Death, does not happen, only to the 
Body, or elſe what he faith will not be 1. 
| __  glible, 
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( aible.) Now, the Dead Body cannot be rhe 
8 Nas inst Caſe to the Verb. For by that 
which is ſown, we cannot with Reaſon, or 
Senſe, undefſtand the dead Body, becauſe 
that which is ſown, is to die, or muſt die, 
in order to a Relurrectlon. Bur if the 
Doctor will diſcover what that It is, v. 38, 


a- co which God giveth a Body, he will ealily 
ao Wt find out another Nominative-Caſe, ſo that 
he there will be no need to call the dead Body 
olt out of che Grave to reſolve Diſſiculties. And 
it. that which is the Nominative-Caſe to the 
ic verb, may properly enough be the Suhſtan- 
ve are to the Pronoun, and Adjective ſpoken 
ral Jof. If do is the Subſtantive to the Pro- 
© Wnoun,'7d in v. 36. 37. and unto du in 2. 
m- 38 Where the Apoſtle ſpeaks of Grain that 
, Is is ſown, and muſt Die, in order to its being 


Ver, [Quickened, what hinders that oveeonro; mniay 
„is Not be the Subſtantive to the Prononn, and 
Adjective, and Nominative- Caſe to the Verb, 
uin the Places inſiſted on? Where Man is 
compar'd to a Grain ſown, is call'd a Secd, 
and is ſaid to be Sown whilſt he lives on 
Farth, and muſt Die, thac he may be _ 

Jacorruptible , and Immortal. Yet, 2. If 
P40 muſt be the Nominative-Caſe Ba the 


101. Verb, Ge. I do not perceive how that will 
1 the Nontribute to prove, that the Body, at the 
pole, Refurreftion, muſt be Philoſophically tne 
|, or Mime with that laid in the Grave, Mr. Lock 


jath ſaid that, which if it had been well con- 
der d, might have prevented propoſiag thoſe 
QQreſtions, which are repreſented as of huge 
E Weight, 


46 _* A Diſcourſe concerning the 
Weight, and that cannot be anſwer'd but 
by the help of c@ac, His Words are theſe, 

The £Ecripture being expreſs, that the ſame 
© Perſons ſhould be raiſed and appear before the 
* Judgment Seat of Chriſt, that every one 
© may receive according to what he had done 
© in his Body; it was very well ſuited to com. 
mon Apprehenſion which refin'd not about 
Particles, that had been vitally united to 
the Soul) to ſpeak of a Body which each 
done was to have after the ReſurreQion, «i 
© he would be apt to ſpeak of it himſelf. For 
© it being his Body, both before and after 
© the Reſurrection, every one ordinarily ſpeak 
© of his Body as the ſame, though in a ftrid, 
*and Philoſophical Senſe, as your Lordſhip 
©ſpeaks, it be not the very ſame Let. 3. 
195, But, 3. To give acompleat Anſwer, and 
fully maniteſt, that the Queſtions are ground. 
leſs, and ſuch as no ſtreſs at all is to be lai 
on. It may be obſerv'd, that To @J«erov T1, 
x, 79 So * r. Y. 53, 54. has not c for 
the Subſtantive, as the Doctor ſuppoſes, but 
is put in the Neuter Gender abſolutely , and 
ſtands to repreſent. the Perſons, in whom 6 
great a Change ſhall be wrought. Thus ap 
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pears plain, . 42. S &c, & Sp, i. e 8 - + 
Clog 730, ontipor. That is, Mortal corrup ( 
tihle Men are ſown, being corruptible ad 
weak, Nor let it be thought ſtrange, tba of 
interpret pgJplov and Ivſov two Adjective the 
of the Neuter Gender, to ſignifie Perſon tg 
ſeeing in this very Chapter, the Apoſtle uſe 


two Adjectives of the Neuter Gender, to ip 
4 I 


to ſpeak 
Jad raigd again, 
the better to lead im into it, ſince Gram- 


Agarroctim ef thi Jane Body. 1 
aße the Perfons of Atem, dit! Cutiſt, » 
To which thight be added, Marth. 1. : By "al 
Lite t. 35; In Which Places the Perſon of our 
Saviour is ſpokeh of in the Neuter Gender, 
To either” of which Places here mention'd, 
F hope the Poctor will not add the Subſtan- 
tive ae = take out the Senſe. Thus 1 
I y tnanifeff, chat here is meant, 
Fr ſol "pit on Imihortality, and 
put on tncorrupti- 
th 2 As as for t ore to 
J am perfaded the Doctor will 


1 
| 1 d obe irn introducing gfk, hen 
be To a little better confider'd the me 


of the Place, where the Apoſtles Purpoſe is 
of weng gh, Mortal Men being Dead 
made immortal. And 


1 matical Conſtruction, and the Nominatiye 


dase do weigh ſo much with him, I will quote 
Him à Verſe ovt of 8 85 where, by find- 
i che Nominative-Ca 


the two Verbs 
mit, he may come to #4, that Perſo- 


2 miez as as contradiſtinguiſhed both to Body, 


and Soul, may he rhe Nominative- Caſe to 
Verbs. The Verſe is, 


. Linquebant dulces ani mas, aut gra Fleer 
Corpora Enead. lib. 3. v. 140. | 


' The Apoſtle Had in this fifteenth Chapter 


of his firſt Epiſtle to the Cormibians, proved 


the Truth of the Reſurrectien of the Dead 
to that degree, it muſt} be acknowledged, 


People are in Reaſon obliz'& to believe it; 
KE 2 And 


8 4 Diſtourſe roncerning #he\ . 
1d by the- EO: of his Diſcouſe, it 
rs plain, that he Was ſpeaking 755 = 
bi 75 aud proy d that Dead Pextons ſhall chi 
= Riſe 9 Y the Doctor, and theſe other Ml Bod 
uw Writers ſay, No. For, by the Dead, we are of 
to underſtand Dead Bodies. But this is un- con 
1 certain, 27. That the Apoſtle iſ 
Proven the Reſurrection of the Dead, in ©OPP0- 


ition to thaſe, who denied the Reſurrection of 
the Dead. How, ſay ſome among you, that there i, 
no Reſurredion of the Dead? v. 12. The Apo- 
ſtlethen muſt mean theReſurrection of the Dead, 
in the ſame ſenſe thoſe did againſt whom he ar: 
gued, and who did deny the Reſurrection of 


think 


14 the Dead. And if thoſe who denied the Re. ig 
My ſurre&ion of the Dead, did mean by the Dead, Mot: 
14 not Dead Men, but Dead Bodies, the only = B 
Ft thing they. denied, was, that Dead Bodies Wt 
4 ſnould be quickned or made living Bodies again, Nad 
A So. that they might ( for ought I perceive) or ſav: 
5 did believe the Reſurrection of dead Men, or {pc 
if dead Perſons ;, but they did not believe that {Wave 
4 the very ſame Bodies which were laid in the Welt] 
WA Grave, ſhould be made again living Bodies, ſor 
1 If it be ſaid, They could not believe the Re- iol. 
Mt ſurrection of dead Men, whilſt they did not Hat 
1 believe the Reſurrection of the ſame Bodies; po 
I becauſe dead Men cannot be raiſed again, bur N. 
0 | by a vital union of thoſe very Bodies which Ind 
6 were laid in the Grave, to the very ſame Souls ent 
Wit! to which they were united before; J anſwer, Mari 
wt q this 15 no Argument or Reaſon at all. For, 

11 ſuppoſing that Notion of what is neceſſary to 

1 the raiſing of * ſame Man, right, They might 


>  Reſurredtion of the ſame Body. A9 
n think that the ſame Soul vitally united: to a 
Body, -tho* not conſiſting juſt of thoſe Particles 


re of Matter which were laid in the Grave, would 
n- conſtitute the very fame” Man. If they only 
tle denied that the ſame Body ſhall be quickned, 
do- For made a living Body again, They might very 
of firmly believe that dead Perſons ſhall be raiſed 
eis again. And if it were true, [that dead Men 
po- cannot be raiſed again, unleſs the very fame 
ad, Bodies be vitally united to the ſame Souls, 
ar- heir fault or miſtake might only be an Error 
f in Philoſophy, viz. In thinking that a Man 
Re- night be the very ſame Man, tho' his Body did 
ead, Not conſiſt of the very ſame Numerical Particler, 
ny Beſides, Is there the leaſt probability, that 
dies f the Identity of the Body at the ReſurreNion, 
ain, Nad been the thing denied, that ir would not 
) or {Wave been more plainly Expreſs'd ? or that the 
, or poſtle ſetting himſelf to prove it, would 
that {Wave argued in the manner he did? Where he 
the Neither mentions expreſly what he was to prove, 
dies. er ſays any thing that without the extreameſt 
Re- iolence imaginable, can be wreſted to favour 


pat Senſe ? Can it reaſonably be thought, the 
poſtle would take ſo much pains to contradict 
Notion, demonſtratively true in Philoſophy ? 
Ind which being overturned, muſt moſt evi- 


5ouls eatly demonſtrate the future Judgment to be 
wer, Marighteous, if at that time Men ſhall be Sen- 
For, Naced to receive Rewards or Puniſhments ac- 
y to erding to any Actions or Works, done in 
night ies which did confiſt of any Particles of 
think atter, but what made up the Bodies which 


Were laid in the Grave. 
| | F 3 


The 


38 4 Diſcourſe a. 
The. Fxxor held by. them, the Apoſtle op- 
Ee kl Aer be to me Rp That dead Per. 
ed again; Aud his Dif. 
ele fung p 55 15 dead Perſons ſhall ri 
evi without ſaying any 2 exprefly con, 
terning the Having finiſhed his Proof, 
191 Dead in be raiſed, be introduces ont 
v4.35. ſpeaking to this Effect. Tho no dired 
anſwer can be made to what yon have offerct 
to prove that dead Perſons ſhall be raiſed again 
Yet there are certain Difficulties attending thi 
Doctrine, which till they are ſolved, may juſti 
or excuſe People's ſuſpending their belle 
of it. Theſe Difficylties, to which you ha 
not ſaid any thing in your Diſcourſe of th 
Reſurrection, are, 1, How the Dead ſhall bf 
raiſed? 2. With what Bodies ſhall they thai 
come? You have been proving that dead Per 
ſons ſhall be raiſed again, but have not gira 
any account of the manner how they ſhall bf 
raiſed 3 Nor have you given any. informatialf 
what. Bodies they. ſhall have at that time; wh 
ther they ſhall come with the ſame Bodies the 
bad formerly, or with other Bodies? I there 
fore deſire to hear what you have to ſay ll 
theſe Queſtions, How are the Dead raiſed 
And with what Body do they come? There i 
no need to underſtand any thing more by 2 
gc, than which, or what Body ; vi 
Whether ſtrictly the ſame Bodies they had for 
merly, or other Bodies? The word vg 
does not make the Enquiry to be neceſſarily conf 
cerning Qualities, as is evident from St. 1 
10. 32. dug Toloy de vT&v yg. AltdorZele 4s p 
*x0 
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| ror which (not for what kind) of thoſe good 


Works do ye Stone me? and many other places 
of Scripture. In anſwer to theſe Queſtions, 
the Apoſtle ſaith it is a fooliſh thing to make 
ſuch Enquiries, and refuſe to believe the Do- 
ctrine of the [Reſurrection fo clearly proved, 
and ſo well Eſtabliſhed, if People's Curioſity 
be not gratified about Enquiries, which nei- 
ther concern them, nor the truth of the Do- 
ctrine propos'd to be believed; as theſe are, 
even the laſt, which demands what Body the 


Dead ſhallcome with. For it no way concerns 


us to know of what Particles of Matter the 
Bodies ſhall be made up, which Men ſhall 


have at the Reſurrection, any more than it does 


one who ſoweth Grains of any ſort of Corn, 
to know of what Particles of Matter the Bo- 
dies of thoſe Grains ſhall be made up, which 
ſhall ſpring and grow from thoſe which are 
ſown. That which is ſown, mult die before it 
can be quickned. And when Men ſow Grain 
in order to their receiving Fruit, or a Crop, 
they do not ſow meerly the Body of the Grain, 
and expect to reap juſt the ſame Body again; 
but they ſow the bare Grain, and God giveth 
(weknow not how) not the very ſame Bodies 
the Grains had when they were ſown ; yet to 
every Grain or Seed that ſpringeth up, or 
groweth, or is produced, a Body as pleaſeth him; 
ſo that every Seed ſprings up in, and produceth 
its own ſort of Body. And whether Men's 
Bodies at the Reſurrection, ſhall be made up of 
the ſame Particles their Bodies did formerly 
conſiſt of, or of other, is perfectly indifferent. 
E 4 They 


| 32 4 Diſcoarſe concerning the” 
They will then be as much their own Bodies, 
as thoſe were they formerly had. And how 
different ſoever they will then be in Qualities, 
from what their former Bodies were, that de- 
pends not on the Particles of which they ſhall 
be made, whether the ſame of which their Bo- 
dies were formerly compos'd, or other. Their 
Bodies ſhall at the Reſurrection be made up of 
ſuch Particles of Matter, as pleaſeth God. 
This we are ſure of, and we know not any 
more of that matter, nor is it needful or ex- 
pedient for us, to have any further Inſtruction 
concerning it. What God requires us to be- 
lieve, is, that the Dead ſhall be raiſed again. 
He doth not oblige our Faith, as to Particles 
of Matter. He having not thought fit to ac- 
duaint us with what he will do as to that, if we 
of our own accord adventure to determine, 
and preſcribe to him, we muſt be unavoidably 
uiity of very great Preſumption: And if we 
hall pretend to ſcruple yielding our aſſent to 
what he hath revealed of the Reſurrection, 
unleſs we may be informed what Particles of 
Matter Men's Bodies ſhall conſiſt of ar the Re- 
ſurrection, the moſt favourable Epithet and 
Character our ſceming MNiceneſs can deſer ve, is 
down-right Folly, * 
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\ SECT. II. 


g. 1 Che. 5th. Per. ab, 29. c. 
fdered. g 
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third d of . which i is * 
ledged to prove the Reſurrection of the 
ame Body, is Jobn 5th. 28, 29. All that are 
in the Grave ſhall bear his Voice, and ſhall come 
_ forth, The way taken to make this Portion of 
Jcripture appear per tinent, is declaring that 
Wants of e Tos uu dog „ All that are in 
the Graves, and all the Bodies that are in the 
: (Graves, are plainly! words of the ſame import. 
but it would have been ſomething plainer, that 
Bodies were intended, if inſtead, of T7/17:6 oj 
WT: v TW © TOE Heerde had been uſed. And if 
re muſt here keep ſtrictly to the very words, 
pere is no account of the Reſurrection of any, 
put thoſe who have been formally Buried, 
whoſe Bodies have been actually laid in Graves; 
dy hereas theſe words, All that are in the Graves, 
ben uſed or ſpoken with reference to the Ges 
Peral Reſurrection, is a Phraſe of the ſame im- 
Port with, All Dead Perſons, whether their Bo- 
Pies were laid in Graves. or in what manner 
Pever they have been diſpoſed of, after their 
Deceaſe. But ſome Men are ſuch Criticks, 
Prey will not give the Spirit of God leave to 


expreſs 


— 


. A Diſeoarſe concerning the 

- expreſs it ſelf in the Phraſes that are in uſe x. 
mong Men. This place of Scripture: can be 
made to favour the Article contended for, no 
other way» than by vertue of this Propoſition, 
The Body only dieth. Which: People may be. 
lieve True, when it ſhall be proved, either that 
Men never die: So that when their Bodies are 
laid in the Graves, they are as much alive, and 
in good health as ever they were; Or that the 
Body is properly the Man, or Perſon. Both 
which are Monſtrous Abſurdities, according tf 
the account theſe Gentlemen give of a Man, o 
Humane Perſon, . . 1 2 


** Mt 
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Rom. Chap. Sch. Ver. 23d. ug Phil: : 30 ; 
pet; erg ab 


0 are two other places of ScriptuWy* 
from which (tis ſaid) this Propoſitio 
The very ſame Body which is laid in the Grave ſhi 
be raiſed again, may be proved a Neceſſary A! 
ticle of Chriſtian Faith, via. Rom. 8th. 23 
We who have the firſt fruits of the Spirit, gra 
within our ſelves, expecting wobec io, the Sonſh 
even tbe Redemption of our Bodies. And Phill 
3. 20, 21, We expect that Saviour, the I. 
Jeſus Chriſt from Heaven, who ſhall change 
Tajpge TS TOETHVASYs WAGY our vile Bi 
| il 


| z ge- of te ſw Bb 54 
into the Mteneſt of bit gloria Body. Now, 
the force of theſe Scriptures, with reference to 
that for which they are produced, depends on 
theſe words, Our Bodies, And if it had been 
well obſerved, what it is that makes any Par- 
ticles of Matter, ow Bodies, it is very 
bable theſe places of Scripture would not have 
been alledged ; becauſe then they would have 
appeared not at all pertinent to the 
i purpoſe for which they. are quoted. Beſides, 
if the Apoſtle had deſigned in theſe places to 
teach the Propoſition inſiſted on, as a Neceſſary 
Article of Chriſtian Faith, it might reaſonably 
de expected, that in teaching ſuch a ſtrictly 
— "Philoſophical DoQrine, he would have ex- 
preſs'd himſelf more plainly, and have uſed 
Terms appropriated to that enſe. For, if his 
Intention was to teach preciſely with what 
Bodies Men (even Believers) ſhall be raiſed 
Nat the laſt day, it ſeems very plain to me, that 
be intended to teach a Doctrine very different. 
from that which is contended for, as a Neceſ- 
Wfary Article of Chriſtian Faith; viz. That Be- 
levers when raiſed at the laſt day, ſhaJ come, 
not with thoſe Bodies which were laid in the Grave, 
but with other Bodies. Owr Bodies, muſt in 
theſe places of Scripture, ſignify either the 
Bodies Believers had when the Apoſtle writ 
theſe Epiſtles, or the words alledged out of 
them, or the Bodies Believers have when they 
read theſe words. Our Bodies, if conſider'd 
Philoſophically, mult ſignify the Bodies we 
grave at ſome certain time of life; The Bodies 
ve * have at the time when we "hear or > 
theie- 


36 Diijſcounſe concerning the” 
theſe words of the Apoſtle, are the only Bodies 

which can properly and ſtrictly be then called 
eur Bodies. And if the Apoſtle: deſigned to 
teach that the Bodies Believers: ſhall have juſt 
before they die, ſhall be raiſed again, it might 
reaſonably be expected he would have expreſs d 
himſelf to this Effect, Ve wait for the Redemption 
f | thoſe Bodies which will he ours juſt before we fhall 
die; And who ſhall change the vile Bodies we ſhall 
ba ve juſt before we die, Kc. The plain meaning 
of the Apoſtle in theſe places, I conceive a- 
mounts to this, viz. Rom. 8. 23. We wait for 
the Happineſs Believers ſhall enjoy after the 
General Reſurrection. And Phil. 3. 21. ſeems 
to note only this, Who inſtead of the mean 
cor ruptible Bodies we have, and ſhall have du- 
ring this life, will raiſe us with incorruptible 
and gloribus Bodies. The Dr. indeed, ap- 
pears very much concern'd for the Particles 
of Matter which ſhall be laid in the Grave: 
But if he pleaſe to conſider the matter through- 
ly, he will be ſatisfied that the tenderneſs, paſ- 
ſion and affection he ſeems to have for that Bo- 
dy which muſt be laid in the Grave, rather re- 
lates to, and is a concert nedneſs for the Body he 
has at preſent; and that conſidered, not Phi- 
loſophically, but Vulgarly, than for Particles 
of Matter which he is a perfect ſtranger to, 
and which cannot be of any moment to him, 
but a very few hours before he muſt lay them 
aſide again. There is a Paſſage in Mr. Locke's 
third Letter, which if duly weighed by thoſe 
who have a fondneſs for their Bodies, as made 
pp of a certain number of Particles of Maurer, 

| wou 


would effect u rational a Cure f of that Diſeaſe 
which fo much infects their Minds. Mr. Coche 3 
words are theſe. What greater Congruity 


de Soul hath with any Particles of Matter 
' WW which were once vitally united to it, but are 
13 now ſo no longer, than it hath with Particles 
of Matter, which it was never united to, 
1 would be hard to determine, if that ſhould 
| be demanded, p. 177. 
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What hath been Anſwered to Mr. Locke, 
Examined. F 75 


*z 


ble . | | os 
p- Aving thus far conſidered what the late 
les 1 Writers have produced to juſtify their 
©: {Wirmiog the Reſurrection of the ſame Body, 
1 Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian, Faith, I will 
al- 


take notice of what they have reply*d to 
me Paſſages writ by Mr. Locke concerning this 
atter,  Tho' they cannot vindicate the Bi- 
dp, but have forſaken him and his Neceſſary 
ticle of the Chriſtian Faith, as not to be defen- 


'eles , yet they would have the World believe 
To, can Anſwer Mr. Locke, Now to ſet this 

— iter in a clear light, becauſe they have not 
em 


ays faithfully reported Mr. Locke's Words, 


cke's ſet down ſo much of his Diſcourſes in ſome. 
hoſe ces as is neceſſary, that the Reader may 
ade nl | OY com- 
Een, 


„ . 
end aright what he hath I wi 
ſcribe exactly and fully what e mi 
livered in thoſe Pages, where they pretend 
they have ſpied Defects, Then I will relate 
the YLabſtan> of what: they anſwer, and eon 
. _— WHO 90 Ng wh is pertinent, 


3 


m thing Anſwer'd to Mr. Locke, Con 
3 


HE firſt 1 they pretend they 
have againſt Mr. - Locke, is, That they 
can acquaint him with, or bring to his remem· 
brace, ſomething that he did not reniember. 
Mr. Locke's words are theſe. In the Ney 
« Teſtament ( wherein I think, are containe!i 
all the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith ) I find 
c our Saviour and the Apoltles to Preach the 
Reſurrection of the Dead, and the Reſur- 
64 rection from the Dead, in many places; but 
« x do not remember any Place, where the 
“ ReſurreQtion of the ſame Body is fo much ai 
& mentioned. Nay, which is very remarkable 
& in the Caſe, I do not remember in any place 
« of the New Teſtament: (where the Genera 
« Reſurrection at the laſt day is ſpoke of) 
any fuck Expreſſion, as the Reſiivredtion | 
* the Body, much- kſs' of tue ſame Body 


3d. Lu. * 


— 


Reſarrettion- of the ſame Body. 59 
4“ 3d. Let. p. 166. Dr. Whethy hath left out 
thoſe words (where cke Reſurrection at the 
laſt day is ſpoken of,) And both be, and the 
other Writers, to refreſn Mr. Locke's Memory, 


Kr 49. nw mot Ys 


quote the places of Scripture which have been 
already Conſidered ; and which are ( Except 
Roms. 8. 11.) but. ſome of thoſe places of 
Scripture Mr, Locke had before taken notice of, 
where the Doctrine of the Reſurrection of the 
| Dead, Cc. was delivered. So that it is plain, 
be remembred thoſe places: of Scripture, and 
what Expreſſions were mentioned in them. 
Vet, for his ſake, theſe are produced as places, 
where the Body, or the fame Body are men- 
tioned, tho? thoſe Expreſſions are not to be 
found there. | | 1 £1 


Wh 


hey But it is ſaid, the words there, are Equivalent to 
he) em. And I pray what does this Story amount 
en. to? But only this, if the World will take theſe 
der. ¶ Gentlemen to be 1nfallible Interpreters of theſe 
W. criptures, then the words in theſe places of 
ined 


scripture are of the ſame import with The Bo- 


nde, and The very ſame Body. But unleſs their 

the mfanlibiliry had been before Eſtabliſhed, their 

= Freckoning up thoſe Texts of Scripture, could 
ut 


Snot with any reaſon be expected to aſſiſt Mr. 
Locke's Memory in the Caſe. No, nor that 
what they ſay upon thoſe places of Scripture: 


abe mould do it, unleſs it could with reaſon be ex- 
placgpected Mr. Locte would believe Nonſenſe, and 
merit elf. contradictions to be the import of what 
u our Saviour and his Apoſtles taught: Whereas 
ion C 


No Man living is more aſſured, and knows bet- 
rer than he, that they did always ſpeak Truth, 
eaſon, and very good Senſe. Mr. 


60 A Diſcourſe concerning the N 


Mr. Parker, becauſe there are Articles of Faith 
in the Old 7 eftament- ( which was very ſingularly 


obſerved, if he thereby intended to deny that 
all the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith are con- 
tained in the New Teſtament) alledges Job 19 

25, '&c, Which place of Scripture, if con- 
idered as relating to the General Reſurrection, 
is not at all to the purpoſe for which it is 
brought: For Job does not ſay that at the Re- 
ſurrection, he ſhall have the very ſame Body 
which the Worms after his Deceaſe ſhould de- 
vour. He no doubt ſpake of the Body he then 
had, when he ſaid this Body; which was ſo far 
from being Philoſo a 9s the ſame Body with 
that he han juſt before he died, it is very pro- 


bable not one Particle of the Matter, which 


made up his Body when he ſpake rhoſe words, 
was in that Body of his Which was laid in the 
Grave. Take theſe words of Job in a ſtrict 
Philoſophick ſenſe, and underſtand the whole 
Paſſage concerning the General Reſurrection, 
This Portion of Scripture will be a full De- 
monſtration, that the Body after the Reſurre- 
Gion will not be that ſame Body Mr. 4 
contends for. 

Mr. Parker alſo quotes Iſaiah 26. 19. as a 
moſt: clear and expreſs Proof of the Reſurrection «of 


the: ſame Body, and a plain Scripture, where ai 


Expreſſ on is uſed evidently Equivalent to the ſam: 
Body. And it is true, there are theſe words, 
My Dead Body; by which Mr. Parker, it ſeems, 
did think the Prophet meant his own Dead Bo- 
dy. But let any Man attentively conſider the 


Chapter, he my perceive reaſon enpugh to be 


ſatisfied, 


Reſurrection of the ſame Body, 61 
; I ſatisfied, that the Dead, Fang zune ſpoken of, 
y was theCarkaſs of a City, and ſignified the ru- 
r iaous State of Jeruſa lem. ah 
* It appears very plain by Mr. Zocke's words, 
„% what it was he did not remember. Theſe Au- 
thors | ny ſeveral places of Scripture; and 
one of them a, Portion of Job, and a Verſe in 
the Prophecy of 7ſaiah, to help him to remem- 
ber that thoſe very words he ſpake of, are to be 
found in the New Teſtament, and ſo Circum- 
ſtanced as his Limitations require. Mr. Locke 
ſays, he doth not remember {ſuch an Expreſſion 
in the New Teſtament, Is that Exprelſlion in 
any of thoſe places they quote from the New 
Teſtament ? No, How could rhey then pre- 
tend to refreſh his Memory by them? O! very 
well! Becauſe the words which are there uſed, 
are Equivalent to thoſe he did not remember 
were there. But, 1. Mr, Locke is not concerns 
ed in ſome of them, fur they do not ſpeak of 
the General Reſurrection. And 2. as to thoſe 
places which treat of the General Reſurrection, 
the words there uſed, are not Equivalent to 
thoſe Mr. Locke ſaid he did not remember were 
in any parts of the New Teſtament, where the 
General Reſurrection at the laſt Day is ſpoken 
ff. That the words diſcourſed of, are not in 
the places alledged, is obvious to every Man's 


nn 


ſame Ienſe. But that, Mr, Parker ſays, is Sophiſtry 
ords, Nad Evaſion. Why ſo ? Becauſe there are 
eems, Nyords Equivalent to thoſe inſiſted on, and 
d Bo- rhich are not there. How doth that appear? 


t 45 proved to the bigheſt degree; And that by 
ſertue of the neweſt Diſcoveries that — 
N 5 een 


62 A Diſcharſe conterning the 
beeti made in Natural Philoſophy, viz. That I *- 
Nen neuer die: Avid that Men continus not the 
ſame Men, any longer than their Bodies do conſt Ml © 
of” the ſame Numerical Particles, Is it not ſome. © 
ching ſtrange, if our Saviour and his Apoſtle; © * 
intended to teach, that the very ſame Body Phi- 
loſophically conſidered ſhall be raiſed again, h 
a certain Truth, and Neceſſary Article of {M'* 1 
Chriſtian Faith, They ſhould not at any time 


deliver this Doctrine in expreſs words, nor inM* 1 
ſuch words as might plainly ſignify what Peo. « 
oy Gnght to believe, and was intended to be & 
aught? But that they ſhonld conſtantly expreß f 
their Doctrine in ſach words, as cannot be 0 
wreſted to that Meaning, without ſuppoſing © 
the truth of certain Propoſitions, which com-. n 
bate the Senſes of Mankind, and contradid . 
their moſt Original Conceptions. i 
ON. 0 
| po cc 
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The: Second thing Anſwered to Mr. Loc w. 


enquir' d into. th 


A 


Nother paſſage in Mr. Locks 3d, Letter'toWoy 
| the Biſhop of Worceſter, which is found ra 
fault with, is in p. 169. where are theſe ale 
Words. - © Your firſt Argument to prove 
«that it muſt be the ſame Body, in this Senk 
e of the ſame Body, is taken from theſe word 
ka F 


. 


258 


Reſurredtion of the Jame Body, 65 
„ of our Saviour, Al that are in the Graves ſoa 
* bear his Voicezand ſhall come forth, Joh. 5. 28,2 
* From whence your Lordſhip argues, that theſs 
* words, All that are in their Graves, relate 
* to no other ſubſtance than what was united 
* to the Soul in Life, becauſe a different ſub- 
* ſtance cannot be ſaid to be in the Graves, and 
* to Tome ont of them. Which words of 
Jour Lordſhip, if they prove any thing, 
prove that the Soul too is lodged in the 


“ Grave, and raiſed out of it at the laſt day; 


* For your Lordſhip ſay's, can a different ſubs 
ry ance be aid to be in their Graves and come 
out of them? ſo that according to this In- 
' terpretarion of theſe words of our Saviour, 
no other ſubſtance being raiſed but what 
; | hears his Voice, and no other ſnbſtance hear- 
ing his Voice but what being called, comes 
out of the Grave, and no other ſubſtarice 
- | coming out of the Grave, but what was in 
the Grave, any one muſt conclude, that the 


1 Soul, unleſs it be in the Grave, will make 


no part of the perſon that is raiſed. unleſs 
* as your Lordſhip argues againſt me, you 
can make it out, that a ſubſtance which never 
* was in the Grave, may come out of 1 it, or 
that the Soul is no ſubſtance. 

To this, Dr. Whitby Anſwers, That any one 
ay reaſonably hence conclude, that 'the Soul males 
0 raiſed part of him that is raiſed, or that it is not 
Walled or raiſed out of the Grave as the Body 25 
but by what Logick can we hence conclude, 

ales no part of * raiſed perſon ? p. 104, Tue 
nquiry bore! is not concerning the true * 
*+ 2 © 


64 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
of that place of Scripture, John 5. 28, 29. but 1 
whether ſuppoſing the ſenſe aſſigned by the 
Biſhop to them, is true, Mr, Lock's Inference i 
be Juſt and Regular,.. viz. that then the Sou] - 
makes no part of the raiſed perſon, unleſs it 
is in the Grave. Which Inference, is ſo Juſt, 
one would wonder how it ſhould be poſſible 
for any one who pretends to argue, not to 
perceive it. The thing to be conſidered, h 
the Juſtneſs of Mr. Locke's Inference from th 
Biſhops words. Now, if thoſe words in Ji 
5. 28, 29. do relate to no ſubſtance, but thai 
which was formerly united to the Soul, then 
the particles of matter laid in the Grave, mul 
be the immediate and only ſubſtance to which 
that conſciouſneſs muſt be annext, which is ne 
ceſſary to make the ſame perſon, which live 
formerly, and did thoſe good or bad Work 
which were done by him in this World; And 
it ſo (make the beſt ſenſe that is poſſible of a 
uvnraiſed part of a raiſed perſon ) the Soul will 
be no raiſed part at all of the raiſed perſon 
Or if the Soul mult be the Subſtance to wid 
that Conſciouſneſs is, or muſt be immediate 
annexed, and muſt therefore be vitally united 
to thoſe particies of matter which were lait 
in the Grave, then the words mult neceſſarilj 
relate to ſome other ſubſtance than that which 
was laid in the Grave, or the Soul muſt cer 
tainly be lodged in the Grave. 
With reference to this 5th. of St. John's G0 
ſpel, 9. 28, 29. the Dr. ask's this Queſtion 
Shall they come forth with the ſame Body, which wi 
laid in the Grave, or with another? p. 106. Not 
: f 


4 


* 


Refarr, ection of the ſame Body. 65 


5 if by They, he means, all that are ia the Graves, 
** land by all that are in their Graves, he under- 
00 ſtands all the Bodies that are in their Graves, 


". Wthe Queſtion will not be Intelligible; vx. 
of Shall all the Bodies which are in their G Graves, 
be EE forth with the ſame Bodies which were 
** aid in the Graves, or with other Bodies? If by 

* Whey, he means the perſons which are dead, 
ad enquires whether dead perſons ſhall come 


i dut of their Graves with the ſame Bodies which 
1 laid in the grave, then the Soul can be 
hs | Þ part of the perſon raiſed, unleſs theſe words, 


Hl that are in their Graves, relate to ſome ot 

bſtance beſides what was laid in the 2 
Ir the Soul be lodged in the Grave. The 
Fords do manifeſtly relate to per ſons, who 
zwe done Good, and who have done Evil, 
nd who muſt be Raiſed, that they may be Re- 


mull 
v hich 
is ne- 
lived 
ork 


Ant ; 

"il arded, or Puniſhed according to the Gbod or 
ai will Zul they have done. And if the words re- 
erſal Ste to no other ſubſtance but what is in the 


which rave, can any thing be more clear, than that 
Via e Soul either is not a Subſtance, or is 
nic aged in the Grave, or will make no part of 


e 1 raiſed perion ? 


eſſarih 
Which 
iſt cer 


1's G0 
neſtio! | 
his ch wit 
, Nox 

|! 
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Other things anſwered to Mr. Locke fe ui 


repreſented and examined. 


O ME exceptions have been made againſt 

_J what Mr. Locke hath faid, p. 119. and 207, 
hen I have Tranſcribed the whole Diſcourſe, 

I will take notice of what hath been offered to 
invalidate ſome parts of that Diſcourſe. © From 
** your preceeding, words, your Lordſhip con- 


** cJndes thus, And ſo if the Scripture be the 


*© ſole foundation of our Faith, this is an 


Ate 


* ticle of it. My Lord, to make the Conclu- 


© ſion unqnueſtionable, I humbly conceive the 
* words muſt run thus. And ſo if the Scrip- 
e ture and your Lordſhips Interpretation of 
* it, be the ſole foundation of our Faith, the 
* Reſurrection of the ſame Body, is an Article 


de of it. 


* 


For, with Submiſſion, your Lord- 


© ſhip neither produced expreſs words of Scrip- 
ture for it, nor ſo proved that to be the 
t meaning of any of thoſe words of Scripture 


** which you have produced for it, that a 


Mat 


* who Reads and ſincerely endeavours to un- 


te derſtand the Scripture, cannot but find 


him- 


e ſelf obliged to believe, as expreſly that the 
ſame Bodies of the Dead in your Lordſhip 


ee ſenſe, ſhall be raiſed, as that the Dead 


ſhall 
te by 


A 
** 


2 


2 
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| Reſurrection of the fame Body. 67 
* be raiſed.. And I crave leave to give your 
* Lordſhip this one Reaſon for it. He who 


reads with attention this Diſcourſe of St. 


% Paul, ( 1 Cor. 1 Stb.) where he diſcourſes 
* of the Reſurrection, will ſee that he plainly 
< diſtinguiſhes between the Dead that ſhall be 
** raiſed, and the Bodies of the Dead: For it is 
© veKpoi, Ackſſec, ol, are the Nominative Caſes 
* to dee, Co uU eyaphicoſao, 
| © all along, and not c@ud's Bodies, which 
Done may with reaſon. think would ſome- 
** where or other have been expreſſed, if all 
this had been ſaid to propoſe it as an Article 
* of Chriſtian Faith, that the very ſame Bodies 
* ſhould be raiſed. The ſame manner of 
Speaking the Spirit of God obſerves all 
„through the New Teſtament ; where it is 
% ſaid, raiſe the Dead, quicken or make alive 


the Dead, the Reſurrection of the ead. 


* Nay, theſe very words of qur Saviour, 
4 (John g. 28, 29.) urged by, your Lordſhip 
g for the Reſurrection of the ſame Body, run 

thus, 7&5; of S Tois wwnudiois & Hαõ io 
b rie Sue XUTE N Emrpeto ue TH ores 
% Wiomſſes eig avon! Coe, o ft t G 

pc oaſſes ds avaxowv Kpiotec, Would a 


well - meaning Searcher of the Scripturgsbe 


N apt to think, that if the thing here inten- 
4 ded by our Saviour, were to teach and pro- 
x be believed by every one, that the very ſame 
|. Bodies of the Dead ſhould be raiſed : Would 
d not, I ſay, any one be apt to think, that if 
our Saviour meant fo, the words ſhould ra- 

F 4 © ther 


— —— — 
1 
. = 


poſe it as an Article of Faith, neceſſary to 
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88 Ven Diſtorrſe | concerning the 
WEher kdve been, ws Tx och & e Toi; 


I 


* Graves, which mult denote Perſons, and not 
5 « preciſely Bodies? | 


.C 


&« Men will ſay, how are the Dead raiſed, an 


„ Aurilleloie, i. e. AN the Bodies that are in the 
„Graves, rather than all who are in the] 


Another Evidence that st. Par makes: : 
diſtinction between the Dead, and the Bodies 
of the Dead, fo that the Dead cannot be 
© taken in this 1 Cor. Chap. 15. to ſtand pre. 
„ cilely for the Bodies of the Dead, are theſe 
words of the Apoſtle, (v. 35. But fon 


a 


Q 


© with what Body do they come? Which word 
% Dead, and They, if ſuppoſed to ſtand pre- 
& ciſely for the Bodies of the Dead, the queſti. 
« on will run thus, How are the Dead Bodies 

„ raiſed, and with what Bodies do the Desi 


Bodies come? Which ſeems to have no ver a 
* agreeable Senſe, % fe 
This therefore being ſo, that the Spiri“ N 

* of God keeps fo expreſly to this Phraſe, a P 
© form of Speaking in the New-Teſtament, 0 1 
« Raiſing, Quickning, Riſing, Reſurrection, C a1 
© of the Dead, where the Reſurrection ac tb“ F. 
© Laſt Day is ſpoken of, and that the Bodi St 
« js not mention d, but in anſwer to th“ th 
& Queſtion, with what Bodies ſhall thoſe Deal. © 

e ho are raiſed. come? So that by the Dead. P. 
cannot preciſely be meant the dead Bodies: w 
% do not ſee but a good Chriſtian, who read: 4 W 
«the Scripture, with an Intention to beliere 4 or 

c all that is there revealed to him concern wi 
„ ing the Reſurrection, may acquit himſelſi be 
$* of his duty therein, without entring inf po 


tht 


Reſurrection of the ſame Bod, 69 


To; “ the Enquiry. whether the Dead ſhall have 
the very fame Bodies or no, which for! 
of Eriquiry, the Apoſtle, by "the Appel- 


not“ lation he beſtows here on him that makes it, 
„ ſeems not much to encourage. Nor if 
es “ he ſhall think himſelf bound to determine 
dies“ concerning the Identity of the Bodies of 
t be of the Dead raiſed at the Laſt Day, 
pre-.“ will he by the remainder of St. Paul's An- 
beſe “ ſwer, find the determination of the Apo- 
fon “ ſtle to be much in favour of the very ſame 
al Body, unleſs the being told, that the Bo- 
ord dy ſown is not that Body that ſhall be? 


Fhat the Body raiſed, is as different from 


re 
K | t hat which was laid down, as the Fleſh of | 
dic Man is from the Fleſh of Beaſts, Fiſhes, 
Deal and Birds, or as the Sun, Moon, and Stars 


« are different one from another, or as dif- 
% ferent as a Corruptible, Weak. Natural, 
„ Mortal Body is from an Incorruptible , k 
„ Powerful, Spiritual, Immortal Body, and 
= „ laſtly, as different as a Body which is Fleſh 

* and Blood, is from a Body which is not 
„ Fleſh and Blood. For Fleſh and Blood, ſays 
St. Paul in this very place, cannot Inherit 
[© the Kingdom of God, (v. 50.) Unleſs, I 
55 all this, which is contained in st. 
4 * Paul's Words, can be ſuppoſed to be the 
way to deliver this as an Article of Faith, 


elieve 
Icern- 
imſell 


— * preſs 
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„ Which is required to be believ'd by every 
* one, viz, That the Dead ſhould be raiſed 
with the very ſame Bodies that they had 
before in this Life; which Article pro- 
into poſed in theſe, or the like uns” and ex- 


— = 
* 8 * 
— — — — * - — 


— 


du . ww 
— — =» q 2 
aa” + 
— 
"XY - 2 


E. — WW 
8 a "_ 
s — a _ 
- *..* erage 


0 A Diſcourſe caucur ming the 
&« preſs Words, could have left no room pe 
© tor doubt in the meaneſe, Capacities, nor 
* for Conteſt; in the moſt; perverſe Minds 
Let. 3. P., 198, 19.202 „ 
+; Three things are laid down in oppoſition; 
to what is ſald in thoſe Pages. r 
Firſt, It is ſaid, The Apoſtle in the Places of 
Scripture mention'd,, or referrd to, doth ni 
Plainly diſtinguiſh between the Dead, and the B. 
dies of the Dead, And the reaſon given for ge: 
poſt meant the Bodies of the Dead. Which; 
tis ſaid, appears theſe two Ways. 1. Th 
it no- Subſtantive but Body to be found to til 
Adiectiue and Pronoun, nor Nominative-C aſc iſ 
the Herb, in ſome. other Verſes of the 15th 
Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinth. 
ans, and in that part of the Chapter too, infiy 
which the Doctor expreſſiy declares the A. ri 
| has is not proving the Truth of the De. 
urrection of the Dead, 2. It is only the Bo 
dy, which ia Propriety of Speech, is ſaid to Di 
Theſe things having been conſidered already, 
there is no need to inſiſt on them here. Ya 
it may be obſerved, that though theſe Au. 
thors will not allow that St. Paul doth plain 
diſtinguiſh between the Dead, and the Bodie 
of the Dead, they themſelves cannot avoid dil 
ſtinguiſhing berwixt them, in their endea vou 
ing to inform the World, what they have 8 
mind people ſnould believe „ the Apoſtle diff 
mean by the Dead, For they ſay, by the Dea 
the Apoſtle meant the Bodies of the Dead, ii 


which words, they themſelves diſtinguiſh _ ia 


* 
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Fi 


oom een the Dead, and the Bodies of the Drad. 
nor pot. that which they ſhould have proved, it 
nds. 85 would have faidany thing to the purpoſe 


2 what Mr. Locke hath faid, is either, 
—— the Spirit of God has not kept ſo ex- 
jt reſly all along in the New Teſtament to that 
65 ( ö orm of Speaking, mentioned by Mr. Locke, 
chere the Reſurrection at the Laſt Day 1s ſpo- 
en "of as Mr. Locke faith he has, but has at 
fa | aſt in ſome one place made od Bodies, 
he Nominative Caſe to the Verbs before men- 

ioned. Or, 2. That a Man may not with 
Feaſon think that owe Bodies, would 
* eme where or other have been expreſſed, if 
In before rehearſed had been ſaid to propoſe 


Sta It as an Article of Faith, that the very ſame 
athi· ody ſhall be raiſed. But they have not offered | 
I, \Þ Iny thing with reſpect to either of theſe pony. 


Me Dr. might have ſpared ſome of the pains 
Ne has been at, if he had obſerved that Mr. Locke 
Moth not inſiſt on this, that chello 1s not expreſ- 
ed in every place where the Reſurrection of 
le Dead at the Laſt Day is diſcourſed of, but 
Wn this, that it is not expreſſed in any of 
Whem. For if it had once been expreſly taught 
What the very ſame Bodies ſhall be raiſed again 
Wt the Laſt Day, that would have given light, 
nd have guided people ſafely in underſtanding 
The Sacred Records, where the Doctrine was 
"Fo expreſſed , that without ſo particular and 
eder Inſtructions concerning it, an attentive 
Reader, who comes not to the Holy Scripture 
: 10 ſeek Arguments to defend Notions and Do- 
f frines,, which he is reſolved to maintain, but 
| applies 


$; boy to be believed by every one, that the : are 
very ſame Bodies of the Dead ſhould be þ 


72 Diſcaunſe concerning" the 
applies himſelf to them, purely to learn what 
they teach, would think himſelf obliged to 
believe that tbe Doctrine taught, did not pre- 
ciſely reſpect Bodies, but Ferſons. 
_-Secondly, Mr. Locke having ſet down our Sa- 
viours Words in John F. 28, 29. which had 
been urged by the Biſhop to prove the Reſur- 
reckion of the ſame Body, propounds this Que- i 


ſtion, Would: a well meaning ſearcher of the Ini 


< Scriptures be apt to think, that if the thing 
hexe intended by our Saviour were to teach 5 
& and propole it as an Article of Faith neceſ- 


© raiſed, would not, I ſay, any one be apt to 
6 think, that if our Saviour meant ſo, the 
& words ſhould rather have been, W Ib 70 

© COpATR & e, TI winueloic, 4. e. all the 
© Bodies that are in the Graves, than all 
4 who are in the Graves, which muſt de- 

* note perſons, and not preciſely Bodies ? 

To this, (favs the Dr.) I anſwer ( 1ſt.) 
vcliſeg of e role Kavnugors, all that are in the Bi 
Graves, and ir de T& c]. 2 Unα%ole, 
all the Bodies that are in the Graves, are plain) 
wards of the ſame import, p. 104. Now, this 
Anſwer is not ſatisfactory. For Mr. Locke' 
enquiry is not what ſome learned Men will 
ſay is the import of all that are in the Grave. 
But ia what manner people might in reaſon ex- 
87 our Saviour would have expreſſed the Do- 


rine he intended to Teach, if it was his de- 3 
ſign to propoſe this . to be believed 


hat the very ſame Bodies | 
Phi- 


by every one, Viz. 


Reſurrection of the fame Body. 73 
Philoſophically conſidered, © which are in the 
Graves, ſhall: be raiſed at the Laſt Day? This 
is clear to every one, that if our Saviours in- 
tention had been only to teach, that dead per- 
Icons ſhall be raiſed again, without any deſign 
to deter mine any thing concerning the particles 
Jof matter of which their Bodies ſhall conſiſt at 
Ichat time, he could hardly have uſed more ſig- 
Wnificative' words for that end; than thoſe in 
Vobn 5. 28. are. Whereas, if he intended to 
Wpropoſe this propoſition as a neceſſary Article 
of Faith, vix. The very ſame Bodies which 
Are laid in the Graves, ſhall be raiſed again, 
alis copda would have been much more 
Expreſs, much plainer for his purpoſe, than 
the Roles oi are. If he only deſigned the for- 


- 


mer, he could ſcarce have expreſſed himſelf 
More plainly for that end, than he did. If he 
Intended the latter, he might have declared his 
Wneaning in words much more clear and expreſs 
Wor. that purpoſe than thoſe were he did uſe. 
WT he enquiry then is, in what ſenſe would a 
Wrcll-meaning ſearcher of the Scripture be apt 
Ho underſtand our Saviour? This is the Que- 
tion which ſhould have been Anſwered. To 
Which no reply being made, it retains its full 
orce. I ; | 
be Dr. Anſwers ( 2dly. ) by enquiring nhe- 
Ver any one will be tempted from theſe Perſonal De- 
Wronſtrative Pronouns, I hou, and He, in Gen. 
B. 19. and Pſal. 146. 5. to ſay, theſe words muſt 
enote the Perſons, and not preciſely the Bodies of 
Nen; And thence infer, that the n hole Perſon of 
dam was taken out of the Earth, and was but 
. Fo Duſt 


8 


ws 


„ A Diſcourſe ou al 
Duſt, and that the whole Perſon of Man veturnet) 
to bis Earth: If not, why is it argued that the lil: 
Pronoun vi, They muſt bere denote Perſons, amd not 
preciſely Bodies? This may paſs for an Anſwer 
to Mr. Zocke's Queſtion, when it ſhall be made 
out clearly, that Gen. 3. 19. and Fſal. 146. 5, 
were intended to teach that Adam was not at 
that time Mortal, but only his Body; and that 
Men do not Die, but their Bodies only: And 
that theſe Notions are taught more plainly by 
the uſe of Perſonal Pronouns; than they would BK 
be by inſerting Body, or Bodies into the Pro- 
ions. Till then, it will not be of am 
weight. And I am of Opinion, that well- 
meaning Readers, when they ſhall ſearch after the 
the ſenſe of thoſe places of Scripture, will be 
apt to think that Men are there ſpoken of, and 
not preciſely Bodies; and that the Perſonal M 
Pronouns may. contribute ſome what to juſtify 
their thinking ſo. r OTEELY 5 : 
Thirdly, Dr. Whitby ſays, It ſeems a great i 
miſtake, to ſay the Apoſtle in that Appellation, i 
Thou Fool, refle&s upon bim that -enquires wh:- 
ther the ſame Body which mas dead ſhould be raiſel ¶ Mr. 
or no; And that the remainder of the Apoſtle: Wi 
Anſwer ſeems not to be much in fauour of the very i 
ſame Body, unleſs, being told that the Body ſown, 
is not that Body that ſhall le, &c. can be ſuppoſed tv BW! 
be the way to deliver this, viz. That the Dead (hal 
be raiſed with the very ſame Bodies that they bed 
before in this Life, as an Article of Faith which i WI 
required to be believed by every ane. And to prove 
there is, or ſeems to be a great miſtake in what 
Mr. Locke hath ſaid, he ſays, The Apoſtle on ut 
N tente 
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Refurrottion of the ſame Body. 5% 
A parth d the Ojeſtion about the truth of the 
he E NN in theformet part of the Chapter; Anu 

v. 35. He begins the Eniuiry not about the truth 
I of the Reſurrection, but about the manner in wbich 
it (bull be made, and the qualities which the raiſe 
þ Bodies ſhould have, asking the Queſtion of Philo- 


4 ſophers, Toi c., with what kind of Bodies, 
hat 0 with what qualified Bodies do they come ? p. 1e, 
\nd 


09. 
The Gromds on which Mr. Locke faith te 
Woes not ſe but a good Chriftian, who reads 
he we, with an intention to believe all 
Phat is chere revealed to him concerning the 
+ — may acquit himfeif of his Duty 
Therein, without entring into the Enquiry whe- 
' her the Dead ſhall have the very ſame Bodies 
Þ no, appear ſubſtantial, firm, and unmove- 
Idle; And if thoſe who affirm, The ſame Bo- 
3 firialy conſidered, ſhall be raiſed again at 
She Laſt Day, 1s a Neceſſary Article of Chri- 
tian Faith, were not ſatisfied that they are ſo, 
ne would think they ſnould have endeavoured 
& have given a fair Anſwer to that part of 
Ar. Locle s Diſcourſe, when they undertook to 


great 
ation, 
; whe 
ra 


poste: indicate the propoſition diſcourſed of. The 
e wer) Peu) They had conferred on it, ſhould have 
ſown, us d em not to have contented themſelves 
oſed to Sith producing ſome ſlight Obſervations, which 

4 {bal Ply relate a pretended ſenſe of ſome Scripture 
ey bel preſſions they met with, in ſome of the fol- 
hich b wing parts of Mr. Locke's Diſcoutſe. 

prove It the Queſtion v. 35. is to be underſtood - 
n what us, ſnall the Dead come with the very ſame 


540 die they had 9 or with other jos? 
dies? 


that People's Bodies ſhall not be the very ſame 


76  ADiſcoarſe concerning tile 
dies? It is not poſſible to make a rational Re- 
ply to what Mr. Locke hath ſaid, nor to prove 
any Miſtake in the Paſſages quoted out of him 
a8 faulty. The Dr. therefore, ( I conceive) 
without any more ado, determines that the 
Queſtion is not whether the Dead ſhall at the 
Reſurrection, have the ſame Bodies they had 
formerly, but what Qualities their former Bo- 
dies ſhall have at the Reſurrection? But 
what ground is there to imagine this is the 
ſenſe of the Queſtion, ſeeing the Body is not 
mentioned in any other part of the New L eſta. 
ment, where the Reſurrection at the Laſt Day 
is ſpoken of; nor in this Chapter, till we come 
to this very Verſe where the Queſtion is put 
And if we muſt uaderſtand the Queſtion v. 25. 
concerning the qualities of the Bodies, the 
queſtion ſo underſtood, would be every jot as 
pertinent, if it had been before determined 


at the Reſurrection, they had formerly, as it 
would, if it had been determined that they 
ſhould be the very ſame. But the Body having 
not been mentioned before, how can it be 
made out, that the Queſtion, Whether the 
ſame Body, or another, had been moved ! , 
And then on which ſide the Determination had ... 
Deen Made't. wn ory; oc; f mk 

The Dr. ſaich, The Apoſtle here asks the n 
Queſtion of Philoſophers, wol 5&ud, with 
What kind of Bodies, or with what qualified 
Bodies do they come? And he quotes Minutiu 
Felix to confirm or evidence what he faith of 
Philoſophers. . I. enquire not concerning the 
SEV : power 


Reſarre tion of the ſame Body. 77 


power and fo ves of Alinutiuss Authority in 
tte caſe: But if the Point muſt be determined 
n by the words the Dr. has produced from him, 
) W1 will tranſcribe' them from the Dr. and leave | 
e them to be improved to the purpoſe for which 
e they. were alledged, by any one who knows 
bow to turn them that way. The words are 
theſe, trum ſine cor pere, an cum cor poribus ? 
Et corporibus quibus, ipſisne ? An inuovatis reſur- 
gau ? Here I will but juſt obſerve, 1. That 


* The Nominative Caſe cannot be Body; for it is 
; oppoſed here, that the Dead may 'be raiſed 
a7 Whrichout a Body. 2. That the Queſtion is not 


about the Qualities, but about the Body, whe- 
tber the ſame, or a new one. 3. That tho? 1 
Ko not think " Minutius, or any one elſe hath 
[ uthority to determine the Senſe of any Text 
pf Scripture, any further than his Reaſons e- 
Finceit ; Yer Ain. Fel. being here the Doctor's 
bun Witneſs produced by himſelf, is good Evi- 
Wence as to him. The words in v. 35. are 
ſheſe, M p Tis, mas tydogilor of uveαναl; 

wr A gt be lat; „ Which words are 


1 | ſus Tranſlated in our Engliſh Bible, But ſome 
bY Nan will ſay, How are the Dead raiſed up ? and 


hub what Body do they come? And there ap- 
pears not to me any need of altering our 
8 ranſlation in this place, unleſs it be to ſerve 
| Turn. *Tis true, the Apoſtle doth after- 
Fards diſcourſe of the different qualities the 
podies of Good People ſhall have at the Reſur- 
ion, from thoſe their Bodies had formerly. 
put he Who ſhall ſtrictly obſerve the Thread of 
ls 5 Diſcourſe, will not perceive much a 4 
CR 


78 of Diſcourſe roncerning the 
think that what he ſaith on that Subject, wa di 
deſigned by him as an Anſwer to the Queſtion I ar 
e fit 1k 95 k 1:3 748 
a Beüdes, if what the Dr. pretends is the th 
meaning of the Queſtion, was the direct and 
proper ſenſe of the Queſtion, for which th: 
Apoſtle gave to him who propos'd it, the Epi. 
thet, Thou Fool, what account can be given of 
the Apoſtle's afhxing that Appellation on hin, 
for asking a queſtion ſo very pertinent, if, asu 
pretended, the railing of the very ſame Bod 
had been juſt before determined; and a queſti-ſ 
on to which the Apoſtle thought fit to give 
large and ſatisfactory an anſwer, as it is pretes. 
ved he did in the following part of the Chap 
err | | | 7 | 0 
Ihe Dr. ſaith, the Apoſtle had entirely di- 
patch'd the Queſtion concerning the truth dM 
the Refurrection of the Dead, (by which, || 
ſuppoſe he means, he had determined, or prof t 
ved that the very ſame Body ſhall be raiſed 2 
gain) in the former part of the Chapter. And : 
ſo, from v., 35. he was only concerned wii 
n about the Qualities of the Raiſe 
Yet, when he undertook to prove out We; 
this Chapter, that the very ſame Body ſhall ody 
raiſed again, he did not alledge any thing ora; 
of the former part of the Chapter, where, | 


3 
: W 
Wat 
7 here 


Weak 
is now ſaid, the whole of the Apoſtle's Prof 14 
of the Point doth lie; But all that was quote hy 
to prove the Reſurrection of the ſame Bod pot 
was taken out of that part of the Chapt ith | 
where, wearenow told, the Apoſtle doth . ner. 
Fo | N 
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Reſurrection of the ſame Bod). 79 
wa I diſconrſe of that matter. And if here is not 
ion any Enquiry concerning the ſame Body, nor 
| any thing 'atiſwered touching that Enquiry; 


then it is pretty plain that in this part of the 
and Chapter, there is not any thing ſaid of the Re- 
the ſurrection of the ſame Body, nor any Deter- 
Ep. mination or Proof that the very ſame Body 


pal be raiſed again. So that all the Proof be- 
fore, pretended to be brought from this Chap- 
ter, is, by the Doctor's Confeſſion now, no 
Proof at all. For he tells us here, that what 
be brought out of this Chapter, concerns not 
chat at all for which it was produced by him; 
but relates only to the Qualities of the Body 
Raiſed, and not its Identity; that being fully 
Wiſpatch'd in the former part of the Chapter. 
. or can any Proof of the Reſurrection of the 

ame Body, be produced out of the former 
Wart of the Chapter, there being no mention 
? the Body in all the Apoſtle's Diſcourſe con- 
erning the Reſurrection, till we come to 


_ 
| wing When the Apoſtle adds ( ſays the Dr.) v. 37. 


Raiſd|Mbat which thou ſoweſt, &c. it is evident he ſpeaketh 


Pere not of the Body of Man, but of the Body of 
out eat or of ſome other Grain. Very true. The 


ſnall vfWody he there ſpeaks of, is the Body of ſore 


ng, o rain. But I conceive, the Dr. thinks he 
nere, leaks ſtriftly in the Application, of the Body 
's Prog Man ; tho” I do not ſee any good Reaſon 
quote hy he thovid be thought to ſpeak ſo. The 


e Bodi Poltle ſays, it is a fooliſh thing to enquire - 
hapte ich whar Body the Dead ſhall come, ar the 
oth Mitral Refurrection: For Men muſt die in 

an G 2 order 


80 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
order to their being rais'd again; And at the 
Reſurrection, God will give them ſuch Bodies as 
pleaſeth him. This ſhould ſatisfy us: This is al ; 
we know of the matter: And here we ought 
to acquieſe. This he repreſents, and illuſtrate; 
by Seed ſown ; obſerving that Seed when ſown, 
muſt die before it can be quickned. Non 
( ſaith St. Paul) it is not the meer Body of 2M 
Grain which thou ſoweſt, and which muſt ric 
again, but that which thou ſoweſt is meer x 
Grain; and tho* the Grain has a Body when 
thou ſoweſt it, yet it is not the Body that 
fprings up, but the Grain, to which God give 
a 1 5 as pleaſeth him. 5 
Yet, ſuppoſe it to be as the Dr. faith, 27 
T hou ſoweſt a naked Grain, but God raiſeth it 
cloathed, nith a Hull or Shell, &c. ( tho” the A 
poſtle doth not ſay ſo) And tbat ſo it will E 
with our Bodies at the Reſurrection; they will not h 
1 iſed naked, but cloathed upon, and that this i fk 
bix whole Ixtendenent of this Sinnlitude, and that i 2 
ot not to be urged any further : Yer all this Mn 
nothing at all to the Article of the very ſam jt 1 
Body. But methinks, the Dr. manifeſtly mW 
ſtakes, when he ſaith, 0 will it be with our Bod 
at the Reſurreckiun. For can any thing be mort]. 
plain than this, that the Apoſtle compares na 
oe Bodies, but Us, not the Bodies of Men, bußß 
Men themſelves to Grain And if their Bodioſf 
are to be compared in this buſineſs, they mu 
be compared with the Bodies of the Grag 
that are ſown. The Grain, after it is ſow 
dies, and ſo does Man, The Grain is after 
ward to be quickned, and God giveth it a Bol . C 
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NRegſarrectiun of the ſume Body, 81 
. Las pleaſeth him. The Man is to be raiſed, and 
then God giveth him a Body as pleaſeth him. 


Ecloathed, but the Grain it ſelf: Nor is it the 
Body, but the Man which at the Reſurrection 
muſt be cloathed, according to the places of 
Scripture quoted by the Doctor. N 

But take the Grain, and the Man, or if you 
Pleaſe, the Body, and conſider them either as 
Raked, or cloathed, Vet what Particles the Bo- 
ly ſhall be made up of at the Reſurrection, is 
Jeft undecided ; And we are referred as to that 
matter, to the good pleaſure of God. And 
Rberefore no Article of Faith neceſſary to be 


by.  corthy by every Chriſtian, can be framed con- 
e A rning it, till God ſhall fee fit to declare his 
i11 leaſure about it. | 


= The Anonymous Author before ſpoken of, 
Lars Tbe Proof of the Reſurrection of the ſame 
| 54%. (tho' what ſame Body he means is not 
his 1 own) in v. 53, $4. of the 1 5th. Chapt. of te 
Ca Epiſtle to the Corinthians, is ſo clear, that 
N light of the brighteſt day cannot be more clear, 


Bodits W 149. The light this Portion of Scripture 


Words is ſo great and clear, it ſeems either 
Wite to have blinded this Author, or to have 
g. bur much injured the ſight of the late Biſhop 
8 Worceſter, and of all thoſe who reach that 
e Body which ſhall be raiſed, ſhall be that 
MF) Body which ſhall be laid in the Grave, 


I N 
* | wr cho' they all quote theſe ſame. Verſes to 
after ee what they affirm is a Neceſſary Article 


8 Chriſtian Faith, yer they have Opinions 
y different about that very Body which is to 
1 8 3 be 


a) 


LI 
7 
3 
— 
F 


ht And it is not the Body of the Grain that is. 
} 
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be raiſed, and which they on every fide ſay, 
every one ought to believe ſhall be raiſed, from 
the Opinion this Author muſt have of it, if his 
opinion of it in general, be conſiſtent with 
what he has ſaid of the Bodies of ſome parti- 
cular People. And if this Author had obſer- 
ved the pertinency and force of what Mr. Locke 
hath Writ, p. 196, 197, 198. one would think 
he ſhould hardly have prevailed with himſelf 
to ſay, Mr. Locke returned no anſwer to what 
the Biſhop had ſaid concerning thoſe two Ver- 
ſes; At leaſt, that he would have underſtood 
the Point better, than to have quoted a Portion 
of Scripture to prove the Reſurrection of the 
ſame Body, and talk of it with ſo much Oſten- 
tation, which does not relate to the Refur- 
rection, but refers to thoſe People who ſhall not 
be in à capacity of being raiſed from the Dead, 
becauſe they ſball not die; and gives a reaſon 
why thoſe who ſhall be found alive when the 
Dead ſhall be raiſed Incorruptible, mult be 
changed. 
Mr. Locke having obſerv'd that the Body is 
not mentioned, bur in anſwer to this Queſtion, 
with what Bodies ſhall thoſe Dead who ate 
raiſed come? ſo that by the Dead, cannot pre- 
ciſely be meant the Dead Bodies; doth after: 
wards take notice, that if an attentive ſear. 
cher of the Scripture, ſhould think himſel 
bound to determine concerning the Identity d 
© the Bodies of the Dead raiſed at the Lal 
Day, he will not by the remainder of 8 
Paul's Anſwer, find the Determination of thi 
t Apoſileto be muchin favour of the yery ſm 
J ----— 
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Body, unleſs the being told that the Body 
ul 1 ſown, is not that Body wich ſnall be, Cc. 
* can be ſuppoſed to be the way to deliver 
| WM chis, as an Article of Faith which is required 
ti. to be believed by every one, viz. That the 
Dead ſhould be raiſed with the very ſame 
cle godies they had before in this Life. Now in 
anſwer to this, the Dr. takes for granted, and 
affirms, that the ſame Body ſhall be raiſed, and 
that St. Pau} had proved it in the former part 
of the Chapter, tho' the Body is not once 
mentioned there; And what he himſelf had 
produced out of this Chapter, to prove the 
Reſurrection of the ſame Body, was entirely 
| taken out of that part of the Chapter which 
follows the Queſtion propounded, v. 35. And 
then he 1s at ſome pains to ſhew that Men's Bo- 

dies at the Reſurrection, may be the very ſame 
| for Subſtance they were formerly, and yet dif- 

fer very much in Qualities from what they 
| were formerly. ur 

It is very true, the Bodies good People ſhall 
have at the Reſurrection, will be inveſted with 
Qualities vaſtly different from thoſe their Bo- 
dies had before they died, and which will be 
wonderfally to advantage. The Scripture is 
very plain and expreſs as to that. Thus it will 
be, whether their Bodies ſhall then conſiſt only 
of thoſe Particles which were laid in the Grave, 
or of others. Whether the ſame, or not the 
ſame, is, for ought we know, perfectly indif- 
ferent as to this marter. 1 . 

But theſe things do not at all concern wha 
Mr. Locke ſaid. If the Dr. would have an- 
G 4 {wered 


$4 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
ſwered directly to that, he ſhould have ſbewa the 
that St. Paul's diſcourſing in that manner Mr. ma 
Locke mentions, on occaſion'of the Queſtion, IM the 
. 38. concerning the Body the Dead: ſhall T 
come with, was a proper way to deliver the be 
Propoſition ſpoken of, as a Neceſſary Article his 
of Chriſtian Faith. For if it was not a prope d 
way to deliver, &c. what Mr. Locke ſaid jut © t 
before, is undiſputably true, ſo clear and plain, f 
that no Man who underſtands the Words, and F 
takes notice of their Connection, can poſſibly WW + - 
doubt of. FA 701 


C HAP. VIII. N Loc 


Of admitting Propoſitions to be Neceſſary A. ; bar 
ticles of Chriſtian Faith, if we cannot mii + An 
good Reaſon deny they may be true. 4 


HO? Mr. Locke could not perceive an 6 
ſufficient Proof brought to make it ou 
that the Reſurrection of the ſame Body is 
Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith; and dad 
ſuggeſt that St. Paul's Diſcourſe in 1 Cor. j 
in anſwer to this Queſtion, With what Bodis 
all thoſe Dead who are raiſed come? waſh 
not adapted to perſwade People that the Reſur 
rection of the ſame Body is a Neceſſary Artic! di 
of Faith; He is very far from affirming, " 2 


! 
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nn the Body at the Reſurrection ſhall, or will be 
Mr. made up of other Particles of Matter, than 
on, thoſe which made up the Body formerly. 


hall That he does not deny that the ſame Body ſhall 
the be raiſed, is moſt plain and undeniable from 
icle his own words. For though 1 do by no means 
po deny that the ſame Bodies ſnall be raiſed at 
jut the Laſt Day, Yet I ſee nothing your Lord- 
lain, ; ſhip has ſaid to prove it to be an Article of 
and © Faith, p. 195. | 

bly But (fays Mr, Parker,) if Mr. Locke does 


h) no means deny that the ſame Body ſhall be raiſed 
© at the laſt day, why is he not at leaſt content to 
leave that Poſition which be denies to be an Article 
© of Faith, as a Poſition of an indifferent Nature? 
* Why would be make out the Poſition it ſelf to be In- 
© defenſible ? p. 31. Again (faith he,) if Mr, 
Locke bad ſuppreſſed what be has publiſhed againſt 
© the Sameneſs of the Body at the Reſurrection, no 
barm bad been done by his own Confeſſion, p. 2. 
Another Author propounds his Queſtions a- 
bout this matter, in the following words. If 
be do not deny it, why doth he diſpute ſo earneſtly a- 
gainſt it? Why doth be endeavour 10 the utmeſt of 
© his power, to baffle the Arguments that are urged 
for the Proof of it? An account of Mr. Locke's 
7 1548 Religion, p. 150. : 
do Theſe are Queſtions, I ſhould not have 
r. j thought worth any Man's taking notice of, ex- 
3Zodic i cept on the account of their being Impertinent 
? wa beyond what is uſual, and diſcovering, that if 
Neſo the Publiſhers of them were not very much 
\ rtick i diſordered in their Heads when they writ 
„ tu them, they are Men of very weak Judgments, 
tie | CNS - 
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and perfect Strangers to juſt and true Reaſon. 


ing. Nor would have ſaid any thing to them, 
if theſe Writers had not on this occaſion, ex- 
preſs d themſelves in ſuch an Air, as manifeſts | 


they thought themſelves very lucky in hitting 


on theſe Enquiries; That they are of mighty 
weight, and do carry Conviction along with | 
them; Yea, that they do good Service in en- 
deavouring to poſſeſs People with an Opinion, 
that it is Unaccountable, and even Monſtrous, 
for Men not to acknowledge Propoſitions to be 
Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, if they 
cannot deny but that they may poſſibly be true 
Which is a Notion that offers ſuch an Affront | 
to Almighty God, fo horribly derogates fron | 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is ſo contrary to the fbi 
whole Tenour of the New Teſtament ; and in- 
deed of all Divine Revelation, tends ſo di- 


realy to overturn the Fundamental Principle 7 bili 


of the Proteſtant Religion, and is ſo incon - 
ſiſtent with True Reaſon, it may with gren 
Juſtice be reckoned one of the wickedeſt Con- 
ceits, the Grand Enemy of all Truth and Good - 
neſs, did ever ſuggeſt to any of the Children 


of Men. 8 


In what I have quoted from theſe Writers, 
and which they have Publiſhed with ſuch a ſheu 
of Triumph, there are evidently two infamous 
Faults. 1. What may poſlibly be true, is not 
diſtinguiſhed from a Neceſſary Article of Chri- 


ſtian Faith; but they are jumbled together 2 


if they were one and the ſame. Can a greater 
Wrong be done to the Chriſtian Religion, and 
Abuſe to Chriſtians,” than ſetting the neceſſary 


Reſurrettion of the ſame Body). $9 
fon. WM Articles of Chriſtian Faith, on the ſame Foot 
nem, and Level with bare Poſſibilities ? and repre- 
ex- | ſenting meer Poſſibilities, as equal to, and the 

ſame with the neceſſary Articles'of Chriſtian 
{Faith ?' Certainly no. Unleſs they will ſay itis 
ghty abſolutely impoſlible that the neceſſary Articles 
with of Chriſtian Faith can be true. 2. Matters of 
1 en- fact are here repreſented and affirmed to be 
done, which were not done. Mr. Locke has 
to be puted againſt the Poſition ſpoken of, has not 
made any ſuch Confeſſion as is talk'd of, has 
true not done any one of thoſe things they ſuggeſt, 
ron and ſignify that he has done. They repreſent Mr. 
rom © Locke, as writing induſtriouſly againſt the Poſ- 
the bility of the ſame Body being raiſed ; where- 
d in. as they know, are convinced in their own 
) dis Minds, that he does acknowledge the Poſſi- 
ciple bility of it; and has not writ one word a- 
con. gainſt it, but only againſt Men's affirming and 
rea teaching without warrant from Scripture, that 
the ſame Body ſhall be raiſed at the Laſt Day, 
is a Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian Faith. Thoſe 
who have any ſenſe of Morality, cannot but 
© reſent Mens treating them they chooſe to write 
© againſt in this manner.” I ſhall paſs over the 
mighty Diſingenvity of the Practice; and on- 
ly obſerve, that if thoſe who are moſt earneſt 
to have Propoſitions, no where taught in the 
New Teſtament, received for neceſſary Articles 
Jof Chriſtian Faith, would have a becoming re- 
gard to thoſe Laws and Rules of Practice, which 
are neceſſary” parts of the "Chriſtian Religion, 
and expreſly taught, and often inculcated * 
& / tne 
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the New Teſtament, their way of managing 
Controverſies would not be ſo juſtly liable to be 
blamed, as hitherto it has generally been. 

ITbe juſt and neceſſary occaſion Mr. Locke had 
to Publiſh what'he has writ, to ſhew that the 
Identity of the Body at the general Reſur- 
rection, is not a neceſſary Article of Chriſtian 
Faith, is well known, to all who have with any 
tolerable care read the Controverſy begun, 
and for ſome time continued with him, by the 
late Biſhop of Worceſter. And thoſe who have 
read Mr. Locke's 3d. Letter without prejudice, 
and do underſtand ſtrièt Reaſoning and good 
Senſe, cannot but perceive that he leaves the 
Poſition of the Reſurrection of the ſame Body, 


as à Poſition of an indifferent Nature. And if 


others had left it ſo, there had beenno Contro- 
verſy concerning it: But whereas God has left 
it, as it is in it ſelf, of an indifferent Nature, 
Men have 1 to exalt it into a neceſſary 
Article of Chriſtian Faith, And under that 
Conſideration, wiz, as a neceſſary Article of 
Chriſtian Faith, It was brought into the Con- 
troverſy with Mr. Locke, who did not write a- 
gainſt the Poſition, but againſt Mens pretend- 
ing to clap God's Stamp upon it, without war- 
rant from God, | 

A Fault is imputed to Mr. Locke, here, by 
theſe Writers. Now, what is the Fault they 


lay to his charge? They ſay it is, that He did 
not leave the Poſition ſpoken of, as a Poſition of an 


Indifferent Nature. How does the truth of 


this Accuſation appear? how does it appear 


that he does not leave it, as a Poſition of an 
Ind1tie- 


E : 
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Indifferent Nature? Does he any where ſay, 
that the Dead ſhall not be raiſed with the fame 
Bodies, or that they ſnall be raiſed with other 
| Bodies, is a neceſſary Article of Chriſtian 
| Faith? No. Does he | aha ſay, that the Dead 
ſhall be raiſed with the ſame Bodies they had 
formerly? No. That is what they affirm, 


and would have him to ſay, but which he ſhews 


| the Scripture no where teaches. Now, can 


any thing be more clear, than that he jeaves 


the Poſition, - as a Poſition of an Indifferent 
Nature? 


No doubt theſs Writers are diſpleaſed with 


Mr. Locke amongſt other Reaſons perhaps, be- 
| cauſe he Oppoſed the Notion they have Eſpou- 
ſed. And in ſhort, the matter lies thus. 


| Mr. Locke had been charged with Publiſhing i in 


his Eſſay concerning tiumane Underſtanding, ſome- 
| thing that was of dangerons Conſequence to 
Articles of Chriſtian Faith. And to make 
© good this Charge, the Reſurrection of the 
ſame Body, is produced as a neceſſary Article 


of Chriſtian Faith; And it was pretended, 


chere was ſomething i in Mr. Locke's Book, that 
| was of dangerous Conſequence to this neceſſary 
Article of Chriſtian Faith. Mr. Locke's Re- 
© plies vindicate the Chriſtian Faith, and vindi- 
} cate his own Book; diſcover a double Cheat, 

or Miſtake at the ſame time, and ſet Truth 
j | upon its own Baſis. And this is that 


© which has thrown ſome People into fome 
E diſorder. | 
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go "A Diſcourſe concerning; the 
Affecting Dominion over the Faith of Chri- Mar 
LCL is an old Diſtemper 3˙ It too 1 not 
vails on Mankind, and where it gets poſſeſſion 
it makes Men very Jealous, impatient of Oppoſi- in 
tion, extreamly Surly and Waſpiſn. Theſe are the 
the beſt things that can be ſaid of it. Men aſſum 
to themſelves a power to transform Propoſiti- 
ons. which are poſlibly true, into Articles of 
Chriſtian -Faith z and Authority to obtrude 
them as neceſſary to be believed by all Chriſti- 
ans. Thus they attempt in Effect, to over - 
turn the Kingdom of God amongſt Men, ſet 
themſelves in the Throne of the Lord Jeſus 4 
Chriſt, vacate all Supernatural Revelation, of | 
and throw up the New Teſtament as an Inſig · ¶ titu 
nificant- Cypher. Where the Conſtitution is reg. 
ſuch, Implieite Faith, and Blind Obedience ate 
reputed the ſafeſt and moſt laydable Qualities, 
and the ſureſt way People can take to be eſteem-ÞMi 
ed Orthodox. To exerciſe. Reaſon ſtrictij, 
ſearch the Holy Scriptures impartially, and 
aſſert Chriſtianity: in its Truth and Simplicity, 
are fure, where what People call Religion is in fa 
that State, to be reflected on with great ſerc- 
rity, to be repreſented under the moſt odion ix 
Characters, to draw on People the moſt En- pt 
venomed Cenſures, and to expoſe them to :Þ 
Treatment Tragical and Barbarous, beyond 
what undiſciplin'd Nations are acquainted wit! 
Some Neighbouring Nations afford abundant ! 
Proof of all this at preſent: And Hiſtory Ne 
will inform, it was thus in this Land ſome i 
Ages ago, Introducing Propoſitions as gre” : 

; | ary 
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hri- N ſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, which were 
pre not warranted and taught in the New Teſta» 
ion, ment. opened the way to all that Corruption 


in Doctrine, which in many Places overſpread 
ry Profeſſion, and in a manner, threatned the 
e utter Extirpation of the Chriſtian Relisian 
there. | 
es of Þ The firſt Refarmers fad on the true a \ 
certain Rule, wiſe and good Men ſhould 
Wceed by, with reſpeQ to Articles of Faith. By 
n regard to which Principle, it is, that the Pro- 
ſteſtant Churches have in great meaſure, been 
| eed from a Concern for a great number both 
tion, of Impertinent and Evil Doctrines, which Mul- 
alt. 4 Iicudes of People, who are either i ignorant or 
on izregardleſs of that Principle, have ſuch a Bigo- 
try for, as hardly permits them to have any 
regard to thoſe Articles, which are indeed Ar- 
Micles of Chriſtian Faith. The cloſer the Pro- 
teſtant Churches have kept to that Principle, 
the more they have advanced in Reformation: 
And if they had all ſteddily adhered to, and 
Waithfully purſued that Principle, their Faith 


ſerc- ould by this time, have been as pure and un- 
dion H mix'd, as the Goſpel it ſelf is; which is the 
t En- pnly and the entire Rule and Meaſure of Chri- 
to a ſtian Faith. 

ond But, to return to the Article; The Writers 
with. before quoted, have ſhewn their concern for, 
adant Þ And which they Would have had Mr. Locke have 
ſtory left undiſturbed, in the Poſſeſſion ſome had 
ſome [Riven it, of a Neceſſary Article of Chriſtian 
necel- 


Faith. A Man's not acknowledging the Re- 
& {ur- 


A Diſcourſe concerning the 
urrection of the ſame Body, a Neceſſary Ar. 
ticle of the Chriſtian Faith, is not from a ſup- 
poſed impoſſibility, or improbability of the 
ſame Body's being raiſed again, but purely be- 
cauſe the New Teſtament does no where teach 
eithet in general that the ſame Body fhall be 
raiſed, or with particular Limitations to any 
part of 'Man's Life. If God raiſe the Dead, 
whether they have the ſame Bodies Philoſophi- 
cally Conſidered, they had formerly, or whe- 
ther ſome other Particles of Matter be in the 
Compoſition of them, he does what he has 
declared he will do. If he pleaſe he can raiſe 
them with the very ſame Bodies, and he has 
not any where declared that he will not raiſe 
them with the ſame Bodies; for which reaſon, 
we may not deny that he will raiſe them with 
the ſame Bodies. On the other fide, he has 
not any where taught that he will raiſe them 
with the ſame Bodies; and therefore we may 
not affirm / hat, a Neceſſary Article of Chriſti- 
an Faith, becauſe we have not in that caſe his 
Authority, his Word to be the Ground of our 
Faith, which is the ſole Foundation of Chriſti- 
an Faith. It is of dangerous conſequence, a 
very evil thing, to obtrude on People Propoſi- 
tions, as Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, 
which Chriſt has not taught. Mr. Locke there- 
fore truly deſerves to be very highly Eſteemed 


and Honoured, by every good Chriſtian 


throughout the whole World, on the account 
of what he has publiſhed on this Subject; be- 
cauſe of the juſt Concern he hath manifeſted - 

_ Chriſt's 
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chriſt's Authority, and the Purity of the Chri- 
ſtian Faith. 2 8 N00 Mo doe 

When the Pleaſure of God concerning any 
Matter, is declared only in general in the New 
Teſtament, and he has not thought fit to de- 
ſcend to make particular Diſcoveries what he 
will do as to that matter, Chriſtians muſt con- 
tent themſelves with what he has revealed. 


They muſt not make Articles of Faith neceſſa- 


to be believed by every one, of what they 
or other Men have a mind he (hould do with 
reſpect unto it. Men take too much on them, 
if when God has not thought fic to oblige 


| himſelf by particular Revelations concerning 


any matter, They will make Limiting Inter- 
pretations Neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian 


Faith. For let ſuch Interpretations be of ever 
ſo ancient a Date, and tho' they have obtained 
erer ſo generally thoſe Conſiderations, and all 
that Men can poſlibly deviſe, will not raiſe 
them one degree above what they were in their 
irſt Original, i. e. meer Humane Opinions. 
All the Authority Men's. Notions and Inter- 
pretations can in theſe Caſes truly have, muſt 


be derived from the ſtrength of the Arguments 


they produce to Evidence they think right. 


| To conclude, Thoſe who publiſh to the 
World, they are prepared to avouch any Pro- 
doſſtions for neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian 
aith, the truth of which they cannot with 
190d warrant peremptorily deny, may per- 
aps on ſecond thoughts, apprehend they have 
een ſomewhat roo forward, and have a little 
HH e 


„ 


Diſcourſe concerning the, &c. 
too violently ſolicited People to ſuſpect their 
Concern about Articles of Chriſtian Faith, is 
not ſo much for the ſaving of their own ot 
other Peoples Souls, as for other Conſiders. 
tions. O . | 
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DISCOURSE 
. wbb the 
IMMATERIALIT V 


F TER. 1 receiv'd Mr. Broughton's 
Pſychologia, 1 took the firſt oppor- 
tunity 1 tould get, to read over the 
firſt part of it. I need not tell 

u what Expectations were raiſed in me by 
me parts of the Pretice, nor whether thoſe 
pectations were anſwered by what is con- 
ned in that part of his Book I look'd over. 
H 2 Bis 


A 


96 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
But in the following Papers you will find, 
1ſt. ſome of thoſe more [general Thonghty; 
which occurred to me, whilſt I was reading 
thoſe Sections that are deſigned againſt ſome 
Paſſages the very Learned and Ingenious Mr, 
Locke hath writ ; and 2dly. ſome Reaſons why 
I cannot think his Diſcourſes ſo concluding, a; 
he takes them to be. MT 


# | 

Firſt, I ſhall ſet down ſome general Conſide. WW wh: 
rations which came to my Mind, as I read ove the 
the firſt part of Mr. Broughton's Book; b E. 
which it may appear he hath not Expreſs'd him. 
ſelf fo clearly and diſtinctly, nor been fo fair hon 
and candid in this part of his Book, as wa hie 
needful to render it, either uſeful or pleaſug n er 
to an Indifferent, Unprejudiced, Honeſt Reader,ti 


1. He hath negle&ed todefine, or if you will 
deſcribe ſeveral Terms of which he makes fre 
quent uſe, and which do no leſs need to |: 
Explained, than any of thoſe he hath define 
The Term, Nature, is very familiar with hin 
and perhaps no Man ever uſed a Word mori 
unſteadily than he does that. Principle, is ali vi 
a great Term with him, yet has not any deter 
minate ſettled meaning. For, if I miſtake no 
it ſometimes ſignifies a Propolition, ſometim 
2 piece of a Propoſition, ſometimes a ſing 
Ward. Capacity), and Incapacity, are Teri 
of ſuch Moment with him, that he ſeems | 
lay the whole ſtreſs of his Diſcourſe upd 
them; and therefore what is to be underſtoo 
by them, ſhould have been made very py 
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d,. whereas they are left undefined, and ſeem to 
be uſed ſometimes in one Senſe, and ſometimes 
ag in another. The like neglect, and the like 
me uncertainty might be taken notice of, as to 
Ar. ſeveral other Terms which are often to be met 
hy with in thoſe Pages. 


as 25 
2. 4s to the Terms he hath defined, ſome 

| of his Definitions do not clearly diſcover in 
ide. what ſenſe he intended to uſe them; nor do 
yer they reach the ſenſe in which he has uſed them. 
dg k. G. His Definition of Subſtance, is, Toat to 
nim. wnknown Nature, upon which all that we do 
fan om of the Nature of any thing depends, and 
wa vbich is as to its Eſſence in general, independent 
aſing en every thing but God, p. 2. If this is a Defini- 
adef tion of Subſtance, it is ſuch an one, as leaves 


me as much in the dark, every jot as ignorant 
bf what was to be defined, as I was without it. 
Here are ſeveral Terms that want Explanati- 
dns. It is ſo far from being a Definition of 
pubſtance, that to me, it ſeems ro ſuppoſe Sub- 
ſtance as ſomething unknown, and to be a ſort 
df a Deſcription of ſomething belonging to In- 
lividual Subſtances, which is as much unknown 
0 us, as what Subſtance it ſelf is. Whether 
r. Broughton intended it ſo, I know not: But 
jetine | were to look for a Definition of Subſtance 


- Goof the beginning of a Book, which was to 

TernWcat of Material and Immarerial Subſtance, I 
ems Would expect another ſort of Definition than 
ſe ups is. If his Definition of Subſtance here, 
erſtooÞpl nothing of obſcurity and confuſion in it, 
; planet there might be juſt ground to doubt whe- 
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98 A Diſcourje concerning the 
tber it will reach the uſe Mr. BroughtouOmakes WW & 
of the Term he ſo defines; And whether he in 
.delign'd it for a Definition of created Sub- 1 
ſtance, or for a Definition of Subſtance, when I mn 
he makes uſe of that Term, with reference un- pr 
to God, as well as to other "things? If this De- W un 
finition declares the meaning of the word je 
Subſtance, when uſed concerning God, ſhould be 
the firft parts of it beacknowledg'd pertinent, ing 
the propriety of the laſt Clauſe in it, may by tha 
ſome be thought not very evident. If the De. on 
finition was deligned by Mr. B oughton to make I ſtat 
known what he did mean by created Subſtance, 

then it may be proper to obſerve, that in hi - 5 
Argying, he uſes the Term in a different ſenk wh 
from thar, which by his Definition he certiſis W pro 
he would be underitood to uſe it in; And the for 
ſtrength of his Argument conſiſting | in his ta. He 
king the Term in another, than his declared leds 
ſenſe, it moſt be perfedtly inſignificant, if not oth; 
extreamly pernicious in its Conſequences ; 3M will 
being with a ſort of Art prepared to impoſe | writ 
upon the Eaſie, and to qualify ſuch to Exult, 
who having no great regard for Truth, are al 
ways ready to make a Noiſe, if they can but 
be furniſned with a plauſible Appearance. Mr 
Broughton beſtows ſome Pages in proving ther 
muſt be an Immaterial Thinking Subſtance, Eterna 
and the firſt cauſe of Motion; And having pro- 
duced what Evidence he thought fit for this 
he concludes he bath ſufficiently: proved, the 
Thought cannot be the Property of any Subſt ai, 
but what is Immaterial, p. 10, 11, &'c. Bil 


n that God is Immater ial Thinking dub. 
N irancy, 


es W ſtance, will not prove the Exiſtence of .cteated 
ne Immaterial Subſtance ; nor can the power of 
b. Thinking, this way prove, that ſuch Subſtance 
en muſt neceſſarily be the Subject of it. If it 
n- W prove any thing, it muſt be this, viz. That 
e. uncreated Immaterial Subſtance is the only Sub- 


rd WF jet of Thought. For proving Thought to 


ud belong only to Immaterial Subſtance, by prov- 
Ot, ing that God is Immaterial, is not to prove 
'by W that Thought belongs to created Immaterial 
3 on but to uncreated Immaterial Sub- 
es. 7 5 3 te 5 


what hath been writ by Mr. Locke, whom he 
profeſſes to Anſwer. He repreſents Mr. Locke 
| ſometimes as affirming that Matrer may Think. 
| He never takes notice that Mr. Locke acknow- 
ledges the higheſt degree of Probability on the 
other ſide, and conſequently that whoſoever 
will effectually anſwer what Mr. Locle hath 
| writ. about this Subject, muſt both underſtand 
Demonſtration, and produce ſtrict Demon- 
ſrative Proof that God cannot ſuperadd a 
power of Thinking to ſome Syſtems of Matter 
fly diſpoſed. *Tis true, Mr. Broughton doth 
ſometimes in his Diſcourſe, applaud what he 
bath done, and calls it Demonſtration; but 
when he had in Cool-Blood look d it all over, 
and acquaints his Readers what ſort of Proof 


}[t ande 
5 Bit 
g Sub: 
ſtanc⸗ 


the higheſt degree of Probability, p. 5, 6. 
gain, he repreſents Mr. Locke as much mi- 
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3. Mr. Broughton ſeems not to underſtand 


moſt of them muſt hope to find, he ſpeaks of 
It with an Air that doth not advance it above 


H 4 ſtaken, 
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100 A Diſcourſe toncerning the 
ſtaken, in ſaying we know nothing of Sub. © to 
ſtance; (by which it is moſt Evident, he means to 
we do not know what it is) becauſe we know it qu 
doth Exiſt. Whereas Mr. Locke affirms we bee 
may know that it doth Exiſt, and what it ver 
does; and he himſelf acknowledges, It is an 
unknown Nature, or Eſſenre; And that to know 
what it is, may tranſcend all created Vnderſtan- 
ding, p. 10. | e 


— 


4. Mr. Broughton appears very careful to ob- 
ſerye the uſual Mode of Writing againſt Mr. 
Locke, and to accommodate his Book to the 
Reliſh of that ſort of People, who are ſuffici- 
ently pleas'd with finding the Man, or Book 
they do not like, loaded with Execrable Aſper- 
ſions. Indeed Mr. Broughton does not always, 
when he charges the Notion he oppoſes with z 
rendency to Atheiſm, or Scepticiſm ( the uſual 
Cry) exprefly involve Mr. Locke in the Guilt, 
or affirm him to be either Atheiſt or Sceprick, 
but doth ſometimes expreſly take notice that he 
Excepts his Perſon ; tho? this is done in ſuch z 
way, perhaps ſome will be apt to think it was 
not fo much out of reſpe& to Mr. Locke, or 
regard to Juſtice, as to put a Complement on 
himſelf, and to ſuggeſt ro his Readers, that 
they ought to look upon him as a Man of 2 
very profound Reach, ſuch an uncommon iſ 
Thinker, he can ſpie Conſequences which o- 
thers cannot ſee. Atheiſm, Scepticiſm, and 
ſuch kind of diſingenuous, and unchriſtian In- 
ſinuations, have taken up too much room in a 
_ the Writings of thoſe who have endeavoured I b 
Fs ; | | £0 | 
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—  Immnateriality of the Soul. rot 
to do themſelves ſome kindneſs, by profeſſing 
to oppoſe Mr. Locke; whom, all who are ac+ 
quainted with him, do very much Honour, 
becauſe they cannot but obſerve that he bath a 
very profound Veneration for Almighty God, 
and a very great, and moſt Rational Eſteem for 
the Sacred Scriptures ; And who therefore 
maſt conclude, when they meet with Books 
where he 1s treated Rudely, that the Authors 
do not know him, nor underſtand aright what 
he hath writ, or that they are Men of very 


| unworthy and ill tempers of Mind. Many 
| have Publiſhd their Writings againſt Mr, 


Locke's Eſſay ;, and that moſt of them have been 
very liberal in diſperſing their groundleſs and 
falſe Accuſations, their raſh, unjuſt, vnreaſon- 
able, and unchriſtian Cenſures, cannot be de- 
nied: And this they have done to as much pur- 


poſe, as that Troop of Writers, who ſome 


time ago ſet themſelves againſt, and thought to 
run down the Notion of the Circulation of the 
Blood, by charging it with No-Body knows how 
many terrible and miſchievous Conſequences, 
t has been obſerved, that thoſe pretendery to 
Learning, who had not much Knowledge, and 
a mighty Stock of Confidence, were the boi- 
ſtrous and rude Oppoſers of that Notion ; 
which ſtill maintains its ground, is appro ed 


| and juſtified, and built on, by all the Meniof 


good Senſe, Reaſon, Learning and Judgment, 
through the whole World ; whilſt the Names 
and Books of thoſe who furiouſly oppos'd it, 
are either perfectly forgot, or not thought fit 


by Men of Reputation and Credit, to be men- 
| 110ned or taken notice of. Not- 


102 A Difeourſe conberning the 
Notwithſtanding thoſe who have writ againſt 
Mr. Locke, have raken a great deal of care not 
to forget to inſert very ilEfavour'd Inſinuati- 
ons into their Writings, and to repreſent what 
they write againſt, as 'of very dangerous Con- 
ſequence 3 and do ordinarily abound very much 
with theſe ſort of Ornaments, whether to gra- 
tifie others, or' to ſupply the want of Reaſon 
and Contideration in themſelves; I do not de- 
termine; Vet it is moſt certain, that many of 
them are really guilty of What they, without 
any Reaſon,” impute to Mr. Locke. I have 
ſcarce met with one Book Writ againſt Mr. 
Locke, but the Author has had the ill Luck, 
whilſt he has been endeavovring to aſperſe 
Mr. Locke, to advance Notions which have a 
direct tendency to weaken very much, or over- 
turn the Credibility of Divine Teſtimony, or 
Supernatural Revelation ; or to open a broad 
way for Immorality to enter into the World 
with Privilege and Protetion, or which may 
afford ſome ſeeming, Aſſiſtance and Colour to 
Atheiſts in their” contending againſt Argu- 
ments, which without ſuch Countenance, they 
maſt have acknowledged to have been inſupe- 
rable. You know how unfortunate the late 
Biſhop of Morceſter was, who carneſtly ſtriving, 
tho? in vain, to faſten ſome odious Taſinuations 
on what Mr. Locke had writ, has publiſhed 
{ome Notions as dangerous perhaps to the 
Chriſtian Religion, as any that ever were ven- 
ted. And what pernicious uſe ill Men would 
make of them, if Mr. Locke had not furniſhed 
FE Wortd with-an Muticote, none can me 
tho 
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tho? the pretendedly Religious Oppoſers of Mr. 
Locke cannot perceive any hurt in them, or 
will not take notice of, and warn People con- 
cerning them, becauſe they were advanced in 
oppoſition, to Mr. Locke. It is an Argument 
chat People are extreamly depraved, when the 
ſole or principat Enquiry in order to Doctrines 


being approved or condemned, is who did pub- 


liſh them? It would take up too much time to 


mention the Notions of apparently dangerous 
Conſequence, which I have taken notice of in 
| theother Books writ againſt Mr. Locke, that I 
| have met with. Yet with reference to Mr. 
| Broughton, I may mind yon of one thing, with- 
| out enquiring into the tendency of ſome other 
| Notions which are to be met with in the Firſt 
| Part of his Pſyobalogia, and that is, 


5. That bis Zeal in opyf ing Mr. Locke, 


| jth prevailed with him to diſcover a vehe- 
ment Inclination to afford Atheiſts the utmoſt 
| aſſiſtance he could, to enable them to make 
ſome oppoſition againſt the beſt Arguments 
| that can be produced, to prove the Exiſtence 
and Immateriality of the Deity. Mr. Locke 
| inthe Tenth Chapter of his Fourth Book, had 
| produced Demonſtrative Proof of the Exiſt- 
| ence of God : He alſo produced there Demon- 
ſtrative Proof that he is not Material. Now, 
to furniſh the Atheiſt with ſomething to an- 
| ſwer to that Proof, Mr. Bronghton takes a great 
| deal of pains in his Eighth Section; And if T 
am not much miſtaken, the whole of his Diſ. 
: W amounts but to this, That if God can 


Y, uperadd 
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104 AO Diſcourſe concerning the 
ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to Matter, then 
Matter may have à Power of [Thinking in it ſelf ; 
that u, witbout God's. ſuperadding of it, But 
muſt not that Man be an Atheiſt in Grain, 
who can take this for a ere Reply? That 
I may not fail to ſet down the entire ſtrength 
of what he offers on this eq I wilt con- 
i 


ſider more particularly what he faith. 7 can- Þ Qoj 
rot ( ſaith he) but think, that recurring to the tha 
Power of Omnipotence, to evade the neceſſity of ria 
owning an Immaterial Subſtance in Humane Na- le 
ture, is fo far an Apparatus to Atheiſm, that I * 
ſhould be loth to diſpute with an Atheiſt, and main- is a 
tain at the ſame time this as an avowed Principle of for. 
mine, That Matter may Think. For who know, Þ fr 
then, but arg ſomething Eternal, this ſome- for 
thing may be Matter with Thought, tho" not ſuper. dec 
added, yet Eternally inberent in it, P. $2, 53. ing 
Ia theſe words, here is ſomething Mr. Broughton a g 
finds fault with; The Fault he attributes to it, wif 
and the Reaſon he gives, Why he does lay that Þ his | 
to its charge. That which he finds fault with,, 
is having recourſe to the Power of Omnipotence, to 4 
evade the neceſſity of owning an Immaterial Sub- ¶ offe 
Stance in Humane Nature. This appears to be can 
ſtudiouſly Expreſs'd, in ſpch à manner a3 M ty 
ſhould ſuggeſt there is ſomething Criminal in Pro 
it. I ſuppoſe he would not have the thoughts, be! 
or acknowledgmeat of God's Omnipotency to E. « 


be baniſh'd the World. Philoſophers them- Hur 
ſelves, even thoſe who are beſt ſtor d with Axi- Þ pro 
oms, are ſometimes at a loſs ; Their Hypo- I 
thefis will reach no further, and then they can» Tru 
not help it, but they muſt have * 8 hl 
. od's . 
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God's Omnipotency, Mr. Browughton is at laſt 
fain to take Refuge there, Sec. XI, So that ir 
Nis not a Fault to have recourſe to God's Omni 
, potency. Where lies the Fault then? Wh 
1 in having recourſe to it, to evade the nece 


7 
ſity of 
owning an Immaterial Subſtance in Humane Na- 
n- ure. Which ſeems to be much the ſame, as 
n- doing it without his Licence. He will have i it, 
he that there is a neceſſity of owning an Immate- 
of Þ rial Subſtance in Humane Nature; It is his 
2 leaſure, it ſeems, it ſhould be ſo And to 

| fore recourſeto God's Omnipotency 1 inthe Caſe, 
n-. © is an offence againſt the ſaid Pleaſure, and there- 
» of Þ | fore cannot deſerve a more favourable Con- 
| ſtruction, than that it is done to evade the a- 
| foremention'd Neceſſity. Had Mr. Broughton 
declared what he means by the neceſſity of own- 
| ing, Cc. he would have freed his Reader from 
| a great deal of trouble he muſt be at, if he 
will throughly examine this Paſſage, in Which 
bis Expreſſions are ſo very obſcure. 


| To be as brief and as plain 8 as I can, [will 

offer this to your Conſideration, That a Man 
cannot be rationally faid to be under a neceſſi- 
ty of believing and owning the truth of a 
| Propoſition, but in proportion to the Evidence 
he hath that it is True. If the Propoſition, 
E. G. That there is an Immaterial Subſtance in 
Humane Nature, can be proved ro me only by 
# probable Evidence, there is no neceſſity that 
I ſhould own it to be more than a probable 

Truth. If any ſhould require me to own it 
ſe to to de demonſtratively true, and ſhould inſiſt 
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100 A. Diſcourſe concerning the 
on it, that it is demonſtratively true, I am in 
reaſon ſo far from being under a neceſſity to 
own it to be demonſtratively true, I am under 
a negeſſity £0 the contrary, and am obliged not 
to own it neceſſarily true; becauſe in doing ſo, 
TI. ſhould offend. againſt God's Rights, by put- 
ting a Neceſlity on him, when I do not know 
that he hath ſo Limited himſelf, _ Can a Rea- 
ſon be ſhewn why 1 ſhould pretend to lay a ne- 
ceſſity on God to do a thing, when he lays no 
neceſſity on me to believe it? When it is re- 
quired by any, that we believe or own a Pro- 
poſition to be demonſtratively and neceſſarily 
true, and the utmoſt Evidence we have of its 
truth, is but probable, we cannot believe itis de- 
monſtratively and neceſſarily true; the thing 
is impoſſible, and we ought not to own it to be 
demonſtratively true, we do wickedly, if we 
do it. And in ſuch Caſe to have recourſe to 
Ood's Omnipotency, aſſigning this as our Rea- 
ſon why we cannot believe it neceſſarily true, 
becauſe we do not know but Omnipotence may 
do otherwiſe; is to act according to the Prin- 
ciples of true Reaſon; as becomes Philoſophers, 
and is the certain Duty of good Chriſtians; 
And to endeavour to blemiſn and ſtigmatize 
ſuch recourſe to God's Omnipotency, by ſtiling 
it an Evaſion, is very little, if at all ſhort of 
Execrable Blaſphemy. Mr. Brougbton could 
not but know, that Mr. Locke affirm'd the 
higheſt degree of Probability; And I am in- 
clined to think, that if he is really perſuaded 
that he hath demonſtrated the Propoſition, he 
is not of the Opinion it was — 2c l 

| fore 


thave parallel to this, that God 11 ha 
or ought we know, can ſuper-. . . 
add a Power of Thinking to Matter. He ſub- 
mits it to y, 


Immateriality of the\Souk, 107 
fore Mr. Locke wrqte, what be oppoſes. For 
then he inight..baye ſpared bis pains, and only 
have produc d, or reterr'd ta the former De- 
monſtration; not do ] ſee, how he could then, 


without vanity, { ay, be bath carried his Proof. furs 


| ther than where be found it, pref. It is indeed a 


fault, to pretend we do not know but Omni- 
potency can do a thing in another way, purely 


to avoid owning the truth. of a Propofiti 

| which is abe of Pitten 
ceſſarily true, as that we do not know but Om- 
nipotency can mak | Rain 
ſtream from the Sun, A Propo- 


ated, and proved to be ne- 


6 


e the Drops of Rain 


tion which Mr. Broughton would 


_— — 


Pa 
: * an 


; Judgment, and ſo do I. Let any 
Man conſider the whole Evidence, with reſpect, 
to the Atmoſphere, and to Immaterial Sub- 
ſtance, and if it be equal on both ſides, let 
tim judge alike, That then, which Mr. 
Wroughton finds fault with, (that it may be per- 
inent here, and concern Mr. Locte) mult be 


uning upon probable Evidence, that an Immateri- 
8 Subſtance is in Humane Nature, is a Propoſition 
emonſtratively and neceſſarily true, This, (he 
Hith) he cannot but think is ſo, far an Apparatus 
v Atheiſm, that he ſhould be loth to diſpute with 


1 
. 


n Atheijt, and maintain at the ſame time this, as 
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- 


#2 avowed Principle of bis, That Matter may . 
x bink, So that what he chargeth on that he 
; found 
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Forded to this Effect, Having. recourſe to the 
qower of Omnipotence, to evade the neceſſity of 
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108  A'Diſcourſe concerning the 
found fault with, is, that it is an Apparatus to 
Atbeiſm. If he hath a private peculiar No- 
tion of Atheiſm, which he reſerves to him- 
ſelf, it is not for me to diſturb his poſſeſſion 
of it, nor to be ſolicitous in enquiring after it. 
But I cannot underſtand how a Man's owning 
à2 Divine Being, and having a recourſe to God's 
Omnipotence upon neceſlary Occaſions ; no, 
nor ſometimes without a neceſlity, is an Appa- 
ratus to Atheiſm, according to the uſual and 
ordinary Importance of that Word ; but ra- 
ther that it hath the dire& contrary tendency, 
Here the Charge is, that it is an Apparatus to 
Atbeiſm, in other places he ſaith it is Unpbilo. 
ſophical. I conceive by what hath been ſaid, it 
may appear that there is not any juſt ground 
for either of the Imputations. Bat faith he, 
I ſhould be loth to diſpute with an Atheiſt, and main- 
tain at the ſame time, as an avowed Principle of 
mine, that Matter may Think, But the Caſe is 
here perfectly alter d: A Man may recur to 
the power of Omnipotence in the former Caſe, 
and not maintain at the ſame time this, as his 
_ avowed Principle, that Matter may Think. 
Here Mr. Broughton muſt be conſidered, as re- 
preſenting Mr. Locke as owning it for his a- 
vowed Principle, that Matter may Think ; 
Whereas Mr. Locke declares the truth of this 
Propoſition, that God can ſuperadd a Power of 
Thinking to Matter, is ſo in the dark, that it 
cannot be an ayowed Principle, that Matter 
can Think. Whether God can ſuperadd 2 
Power of Thinking to Matter, or can not, he 


faith is not level to out Underſtanding FO 
| have 


nk talc of the Soul. 169 
have not demonſtrative Proof on either lide; 


1 Vea, further, Mr. Locbe is here repreſented as 
uy owning for a Principle. of his, that Matter as 


jn MW Matter, may Think: Whereas he is expreſs; 
t. that Matter as Matter, cannot Think. Mr. 


” Broughton's Reaſon for all he had ſaid, is deli- 


s ered in theſe words, For who knows then, but 
granting ſometbing Eternal, this ſomething may be 
Matter with Thong ht, tho not ſuperadded, yet E- 
nd {nal inherent in it,“ Here ſeems to be an [ns 
timation, that Mr. Zocke affirms that Matter 
cannot Think, unleſs God ſuperadded a Power 
of Thinking to it; yet this will not hinder it 
from being an Apparatus to Atheiſin, How 
ſo? why, who knows but the Eternal Some- 
hing may be, Matter with Thought Eternally 
inherent in it? that i is, tho' we may be certain 
chat Matter cannot Think, unleſs it havea Power 


7 of Thinking ſuperadded by God to it, yet we 

$ 7 annot know or be certain, that'Marter cannot 
to Ne Thought Eternally inherent in it. Whe⸗ 
e. er this be cloſe Reaſoning, or a perfect Con- 
his tradition, I leave you to judge ; And how 
nk ontradictory what Mr. Broughton ſays, 1s to 
my vhat Mr. Locke affirms and demonltratively 
2. ves, may appear from the following Quo- 


* ation! ſhall tranſcribe out of Mr. Locke's Eſſay, 
a the very Chapter Mr. Broaghton is oppoſing. 


. | is impoſſible · to conceive that Matter, either with 
hs wit bout motion, could haue Originally in, and 
ho tom it ſelf, Senſe, Perception, and K nowledge : ; as 


| evident from hence, that then Senſe, Perception 
ud Knowledge, muſt be a Property Eternally inſe- 
valle fou A latter, and eve Particle of it, 

1 Eſſay; 
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. ent, Omnipotent Being, and he will ceaſe to 
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Eſſay, B. IV. C. X. S. 10. Mr. Broughtm 
hath not declared what he would aim at, in 
diſputing with an Atheiſt ; but if his deſignW- 
would be to convince him that there is a God, WW bu 
there would be no neceſlity to Intereſt either thi 
Materiality, or Immateriality in the diſpute, iſ ge 
Let him fully convince bis Atheiſt, and bring pre 
him to believe there is an Eternal, Omniſc- 


be an Atheiſt. And if he ſhould conceive tha 
Eternal, Omniſcient, Omnipotent Being to b. 
Material, chat would not make him an Atheiſt, 
T ogether with his believing a God, he woult 
indeed have a wrong, an erroneous, and falk 
Conception concerning him, And the way tq 
deliver him from that miſtake and error, 
would not be to treat him with thoſe Arges. 
ments which barely prove the Exiſtence of 
God, concerning which he is ſatisfied already 
hut with ſuch as are proper and adapted to cou 
vince, him of the miſtake and error he is 1 
Mr. Broughton goes on thus; It's true, Mr. Locate, 
has ſubſtantially proved that the firſt Eternal Beiny 
cannot be Matter; but then as tis plain from th 
nature of his Argument, and what he expreſly ſa 
at the Introduction of it, he means Incogitatin 
Matter, How ſhall 1 underſtand this? mult 
take the meaning of it to be, that Mr. Lal 
hath ſubſtantially. proved that the firſt Etem 
Being cannot be Matter, but his Proof amount 
to no more, than that he cannot be Incogit⸗ 
tive Matter? ſo that notwithſtanding all h 
Proof, the firſt Eternal Being may be Coxit 
tire Matter? If ſo, then what Mr, aragh y, 
Wein i | ani 


Zumuteriality of the Soul. 111 
Arms, is 4 flat Contradiction: That he hath 
Fobſtaraily pfoved that the firſt Eternal Being 
cannot be Matter, and yer hath not proved, 
od, but that he may be Matter. For Matter, whe- 
ner ther Cogitative or Incogitative, is Matter. 
e. Beſides, © I cannot conceive that any one can 
ing prove that the firſt Eternal Being, who is a 
ic Cogitative Beiag, cannot be Incogitative Mat- 
: (Ol ter: For the Propoſition is ſelf-evident, and 
tha therefore not capable of Proof. Or muſt I 
o ll take his meaning to be, That Mr. Locke hath 
eilt proved more than he intended to prove, viz. 
ould That he hath ſubſtantially proved the firſt E- 
ternal Being cannot be Matter; but this was 
more than he deſign'd, for he meant to prove 
no more than that the firſt Eternal Being can- 
not be Incogitative Matter? If I muſt under- 
ſtand Mr. Broughton in this ſenſe, then [ ſup- 
poſe he had no reaſon to be loth to diſpute with 
an Atheiſt, on the account of any advantage 
The Atheiſt might hope to have, by bringing 
Matter into the diſpute ; no, tho' he himſelf 
ould be ſo frank, as to own he does not know 
dnt God can ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to 
me parcels of Matter fitly diſpoſed ; And 
his, becauſe Mr, Locke had furniſh'd him with 
ubſtantial Proof, that the firſt Eternal Being 
annot be Matter, But no thanks to Mr. Locke, 
or he meant no ſuch thing, he means Incogita- 
ve Matter. How does this appear? Why, 
wo ways. Firſt, T plain from the nature of 
s Argument, and what be expreſly ſays at the In- 
oduttion of it. Here he refers his Reader to 
ay, B. IV. C. X. §. 9. And to that Chap- 

155 12 ter 


being faid, that notwithſtanding there muſt be an 


112 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
ter I refer you, to ſee whether there is any 
foundation to think that Mr, Lo meant 
© there, only to prove that God cannot be In- b 
cogitative Matter. He had proved Demon. MW 

ſtratively in that Chapter that there is an Eter- / 

nal, moſt Powerful, and moſt Knowing Being, IM #0 
or God. At F. 9. he begins his Proof that % 
this God cannot be Material; and his Proof is MW H 
fully Demonſtrative. Yes, ſays Mr. Broughton, WI 

but he means Incogitative Matter. Would 

one have thought it poſſible, that any Man 
would have pretended Mr. Locke did induftri- 
ouſly ſet himſelf to prove that an Eternal moſt 
knowing Being cannot be an unknowing Being, 
or Incogitative Matter? and eſpecially after he 
had given ſo particular and full an anſwer to it's 


Eternal Being, and that Being muſt alſb be know- 
ing, yet it does not follow but that thinking Being 
may alſo be Material? But if Men did not de- 
viſe odd ſorts of meanings for Mr. Locke, they 
would find no Colour to pretend to write a- 
gainſt him. And, Secondly, to this purpoſe art 
bis ſecond thoughts upon this Subject. Perception 
and I nowledge in that one Eternal Being where it bas 
its ſource, *tis viſible muſt be eſſentially inſeparable 
from it; therefore the actual want of Perception in 
ſo. great a part of the particular parcels of Matter, 
is a Demonſtration that the firſt Being from whom 
Perception and Knowledge is inſeparable, is nit 
Matter. This appears to me very clear, juſt 
and ſtrong, Reaſoning. But how to make it 
prove: that, for which it is alledged, I appre- 
hend is not very eaſie. Yet Mr. Broughton la- 

1 | boufs 


inueriality of the Soul. 113 


: bours thus. Which I humbly conceive, proves 
„t that Perception is not, or may not be Eſſential to 
me parts of Matter; but only that thoſe parts, 
„ which it is not Eſſential, as we find it is not to 
eme of them, cannot be that one Eternal Being. 


Here is a pretty fort of diſtinguiſhing betwixt 
what is Eſſential to one part of Matter, and 
14 I what is Eſſential to another part of Matter; 


fans if any thing could be Matter, and not. have 


that which is Eſſential to Matter, or could be 


6 Matter and not Matter at the ſame time. But 
ng to let that paſs, how does this prove that 
be | Mr. Locke did mean as is pretended ? 1 do not 


find he declares here, that he had any ſuch 
meaning. I ſhould rather think he here plain- 
ly means that Perception is not Eſſential to 


in any part of Matter, and that no part of Mat- 
de. ter as Matter can Think. But Mr. Broughton 
they goes on thus, For I think there is no more reaſon to 


conclude, that becauſe it is not Eſſential to ſome, 
t 1s not therefore . Eſſential to any part of matter, 


ohe ban there is, that becauſe it is not attually in ſome, 
i bas is not therefore actualiy in any parcel of it, which 
ar able SF an Inference be muſt deny, ſince our Ignorance 


this Point may equally defeat our concluding a- 


2 aerſtand the former, no otherwiſe than by our 
- wi nowledge of the latter. If Mr. Broughton had 
ſt lated what he means by matter, it would 


ly have appeared whether he had reaſon to 
ink, as he ſaith he doth think. But taking 


PP. latter in Mr. Locke's ſenſe, it is impoſlible, it 
ports contradiction, that Perception ſhould be 


Kntial to any part of matter, And I dare 
| I 3 under. 
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114 A Diſcourſe concerning this | 
undertake, that let Mr. - Broughton Mve any 4 
one fixed Idea, he will be pleas d to fignify by e. 
the word matter, it will preſently/ appear to g 
all underſtanding People, When he- hath made 
it known, that if Perception is Effential to 
any part of it, it muſt neceſſaxily, be Efſential 
to every part of it. But how Mr. Broughton 
came to ſet Eſſential, and Actual Properties 
on the ſame Foot, cannot imagine, naleſ$ he 
thought his doing ſo might ſerve a turn with 
ſome People. When he hath proved that ther 
cannot be any Property actually in any parcel 
or ſyſtem of matter, but What is Eſſential to 
matter, he will wonderfully Enlighten the 
World; and all People will then with a great 
deal of eaſe be fully ſatisſied, that the Sun, 
the Moon, and all waterial-Syſtems have al 
the ſame Properties, and, are in truth, but © 
many Green-Cheeſes. The truth, I think in 
ſhort, is thus. What is Eſſential to matter, i 
Eſſential to Fey part of it; and theretore 
every part of it, muſt have whatſoever is Ek 
ſential to it, otherwiſe ſomething may he a pan 
of matter, and at the ſame time may not be ; 
part of matter; for there cannot be any thing 
more plain and true, than this, that that 1s nd 
matter, which wants, or is without what | 
neceſſary to make it matter, or 4 Eſſential ti 
„matter. But yet ſome parts 
Ap, pla matter, tho! they cannot d 
cunpluſance, then without what is eſſential 
Cice, dle wen matter, may be without certil 
fenified by the were & Properties, which God m 
ha confer on other Syſtems 
matt 
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matter d And we cannot with reaſon conclude, 
1] I that becauſe ſome Syſtems of matter are with- 
out, or have not aQually ſuch or ſuch Proper- 
ties, therefore God has not beſtowed them on 
ade any. I may rationally conclude, that what is 
Eſſential to matter, or belongs to it as matter, 
is in every part of it. And when I find any 
Property actually in a Syſtem of matter, which 
does not belong to it as matter, I with reaſon 
conclude, * it is a property ſuperadded to mat- 
ter, becauſe not Eſſential to it. And other 
parts of matter being without that property, 
do abundantly manifeſt, that it is not Eſſential 
to matter, but cannot prove that it is not con- 
ferr'd on, or ſuperadded to any parcel of mat- 
ter. I can be certain, it is not a property of 
matter conſider'd as matter, for then it muſt 
neceſſarily be in every part of matter. I can 
be aſſur'd, it is aSproperty lodg'd in thoſe 
Syſtems of matter in which I find it, which 
are only ſuch as God thinks fit to beſtow it on; 
And yet I may not certainly know, whether ir 
is a property immediately ſuperadded to thoſe 
material Syſtems, or immediately ſeated in an 
immaterial Subſtance, and then united to the 
others. But ſaith Mr. Broughton, we know E/ 
ſential Attributes no otherwiſe, than by our know- 
ledge of Actual ones, This is a clear miſtake, 
tis true, Eſſential Properties are actually in 
the Subject to which they are Eſſential, bur I 
cannot know them to be Eſſential, purely by 
their being actually in it; becauſe Attributes 
which are not Eſſential, may be actually in it, 
and I may know them to be actually in it. 
| 14 0 
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Now if there be no way to know Eſſential 
Attributes, but by, knowing them to be aQu- 
ally in a Subject, then there is no way at all to 
know them; for this is a way that doth not at 
all diſtinguiſh Eſſential Attributes, from Attri- 
butes which are not Eſſential ; For both Eſſen- 
tial and Accidental, or not Eſſential. Attri- 
butes may be in the ſame Subject, and we may 
know them to be actually there. He that hath 
form 'd in his own Mind a determinate Idea of 
any Subject, can eaſily and certainly tell what 
Properties are Eſſential, and what are not Ef- 
ſential to it, and needs not rove or hunt about 
to find out actual Exiſtencies. I cannot knoy 
that ſeveral Properties I find in material 8y- 
ſtems, are Eſſential to matter, but by conſider- 
ing the Idea I fignify and expreſs by the word 
matter, I can certainly know they are not Ef- 
ſential to matter, A Man may eaſily know 
whether a property he perceives to be actually 
in a material Syſtem, or hears diſcourſed of, 
is Eſſential to matter or not : But no Man can 
comprehend how many diſtin& Properties 
which are not Eſſential, God can, or will ſuper- 
add, or has ſuperadded to variouſly diſpoſed 
Syſtems of matter, becauſe he cannot compre- 
hend God's Omnipotency, nor his unrevealed 
Pleaſure. Whether a power of thinking can 
be ſuperadded to ſome material Syſtem, I do 
not know; but I do know that thought is nct 
Eſſential to what I mean by matter, nor to 
what Mr. Locke hath declared he means by that 
word. But if any Man means by that word, 


ſolid cogitative Subſtance, I do not know whe- 
| £0er 
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al ther any ſuch thing doth Exiſt. And if there 
tu- does, I cannot know the truth thereof, till I 
to MW perceive a Subſtance which hath actually theſe 
at MW two Properties, Extenſion and Thought. In- 
i- deed 1 perceive both in Man, but I do not 
en- know that Thought is a property ſuperadded 
tri. to that Subſtance which is extended: It may 
nay ! for any thing I know, be immediately ſeated 
ath in an Immaterial Subſtance, which is united to 
of the other. But as for eſſentially cogitative mat- 
hat W ter, it is perfectly unintelligible to me, and 
EI. nothing leſs than a Contradiction. Eſſentially 
Cogitative Matter; what is that? It is Mat- 
ter Eſſentially Cogitative. And I pray what is 
that? It is matter whoſe Eſſence does conſiſt in 
Thinking; that is, matter, the Eſſence of 
which doth conſiſt, in that which the Eſſence 
of matter doth not conſiſt in, With the help 
of this, 1 think I may truly ſay unintelligible 
and nonſenſical Expreſſion, Eſſentially Cogita- 
tive Matter, does Mr. Broughton endeavorr to 
overturn all that Mr. Locke hath ſaid, with ſuch 
a clearneſs and ſtrength of Reaſoning, as is pe- 
culiar to himſelf, to prove that God is not 
Material. Whether he hath any ground to 
make ſuch Concluſions as he doth, p. 54, and 
56, you will readily perceive. But I do not 
much wonder that ſtrange and injurious Con- 
cluſions ſhould be forced into a Diſcourſe, where 
I find an Author has aſſurance enough to tell 
the World, that it is Mr. Locke's avowed Prin- 
ciple, That Matter may think: And that Efſen- 
trally Cogitative Matter, is by bis Objection become 
poſſible, I have given you an account of whes 
| Mr. 
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Mr. Broughton hath offered to keep Atheiſts in 
Countenance; what pains he hath been at to 
direct them how they may, amongſt untbink- 
ing People, expoſe the moſt Rational Diſcourſe 
that was ever Publiſh'd, to prove the Exiſt- 
ence and Immateriality of a God. How great 
and aſtoniſhing is the acquired Depravity of 
Mankind in this Age ! To what Extravagan- 
cies will a fondneſs for a Hypotheſis carry Men! 
That Men ſhould ſuffer themſelves without any 
provacation, to be tranſported by their Paſſions, 
or in their Studies beyond all regard to Truth, 
and beyond all Rational Bounds! To take no 
care to get a right Notion of what they do op- 
1 Yea, to manifeſt a Concern that People 
ould rather not believe there is a God, or 
but a material one, than that they ſhould own 
Man's underſtanding to be ſo weak, it cannot 
reach to a Demonſtrative Certainty, that God 
cannot ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to ſuch 
Syſtems of Matter as he ſhall think fit. 


Thus, Sir, I have gone over ſome of the 


_ Conſiderations which came to my mind, as [ 
read over the Firft Part of Mr. Broughton's 
Pfychologia. And now I will proceed to take 
notice of what- he writes againſt what Mr. 
Locke hath ſaid, in the order he himſelf takes ; 
whereby I ſhall have an opportunity, 2dly. to 
lay before you ſome Reaſons why I cannot think 
Mr. Broughton's Diſcourſes ſo concluding as he 
takes them to be, | N 


In 
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in his Preface, he declares, The Reaſon is but 
e, which runs thra' the greateſt part of his Eſſay, 
and this Reaſon in ſhore, is the oo , or 


Self-moving Power of the Soul, exerting it ſelf in 


al the Operations of Thought and ' Spoutaneous Mo- 
on. This be faith, is an Argument of old Date, 
and be likes it the better for that, All the beſt 
Eſteemed Philoſopbers of Old, (ſome of whoſe 
Names he mentions, and many more, he faith 
and we cannot doubt, but having read them 
all, he is very well acquainted with their Minds, 
tho he has forgot ſome of their Names; or 
how much ſoever they might be eſteem'd of 
Old, he does not think them worthy to be fo 


Honoured,as having a Room in one of his Pages 


comes to,) unanimonſiy Centre in this. He can- 
not (he tells us) but ſuppoſe they were led to it, 

and dwelt upon it by the ſame Reaſon; which will, J 
preſume, incline any Man that believes God bas 


created Spirit as well as Body. His Argument or 


Reaſon, you fee, he is mightily pleas'd with; 
and perhaps be likes it better, becauſe he thinks 
'tis Gray, than becauſe he is certain that it is 
Good. I am contented to ſuppoſe, he hath 
all the Philoſophers he hath nam'd, or would 
have nam'd, if they had been in his way, per- 


fectly on his ſide. The force of his — 2 


is to be enquir'd into, and if it be not fully to 
the purpoſe for which it is brought, his Philo- 


| fopherg, if they were an hundred times more 


than he can make them, will not be able to add 
any real ſtrength to it. I know not any Ad- 
vantage that can accrue to a Notion, if it be 


falſe, 
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Reaſon or Argument to Demonſtrate this, is, lean 


ment, if 1 miſtake. not, may lie thus. If the 
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falſe, becauſe many Philoſophers, and of great e. 
Fame, have approved that this Advantage niay 
accrue to him that Eſpouſes it after them; 
that if it ſhall appear he is miſtaken, he may God 
comfort himſelf. with this, That ſome wiſe 7 
Men have been miſtaken too. Whereas he de. M8 ne 
clares expreſly, that he likes the Argument. the Idea 
better for that it is of old Date; if he did not ex. den 
preſs himſelf ſo, barely becauſe he thought it 
was witty to ſay ſo, I cannot but like his Ho- and 
neſty and Plain-heartedneſs in ſo openly own- mer 
ing to the World, that ſomething ſways with this 
him, more than Truth doth, +I will now take Ann 
a little notice of his Argument, or Reaſon, I ſome 
and the Foundation on which it leans: But firſt this 
muſt remind yon, what is to be proved by and 
this Argument, and that the Argument muſt Nr 
prove it Demonſtratively, otherwiſe the Ar- an 
gumeat ſignifies nothing in the preſent Caſe, f 
Now, that which is to be proved, is this, Hen 
That God cannot ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to on 
any Syſtem of Matter home ner diſpoſed. The M8! 


The ſelf-moving Power of the Soul. The Argu- 


Soul move it ſelf in all the Operations of 
Thought and Spontaneous Motion, then the 
Soul hath a Power of moving it ſelf, but the 
former is true. Therefore, this is clear and 
plain; thus far the Argument is true, and Sci- 
entifick ; For nothing can be more certain than 
this, That that which doth move it ſelr, hath 
power to move it ſelf. This would be an 
Excellent Argument, would it as ly and 
4+. | clearly 
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clearly prove that for which it is alledged, if 
we could with equal truth argue thus. If the 
Soul doth move it ſelf in all the Operations 
or Thought and Spontaneous Motion, then 
3 WW God cannot ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to 
e Wl 209 Syſtem of Matter. Here the Connection 
| is not ſo clear and plain, but ſome Intermediate 


© WW ideas are neceſſary to make out a Demonſtra- 
| tion. I will at preſent ſuppoſe Demonſtrative 
„ WW Proof, that the Soul is Immaterial Subſtance, 
tand that God hath ſuperadded a Power of Self- 
®* W moving to certain Immaterial Subſtances : Vet 
wh this will not Demonftratively prove, that he 
* cannot ſuperadd a Power of Self- moving to 


ſome Syſtems of Matter fitly diſpoſed. Nay, 
this Reaſon, ſo well lik'd for its Antiquity, 
and for its being attended, as is ſaid, with the 


of unanimous Approbation of I know not how 

r- many old Philoſophers, is built upon another 

o KReaſon, not Expreſs'd, but which is deduced 

< from the belief of ſomething that is not De- 
7 


Imonſtrated. So that for ought I ſee, this 
"ne mighty Reaſon is Erected at ſome diſtance, and 
leans upon a Foundation that is not pretended. 


=, to be Demonſtratively true. The whole, if 1 
8 underſtand the Connection, is thus, Any Man 


that believes God has created Spirit as well as 
Body, may meet with a Reaſon which will in- 
Cline him ro uſe the Self- moving Power of the 
Poul, as a Demonſtrative Reaſon that God can- 
not ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to any Sy=- 
em of Matter. To which I ſhall only ſay 
this one*thing in general, wiz, That if the 
Fr05f. produced for Demonſtrative, be built 

: EPO 
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upon a Belief, and this Belief is not grounded Sub 
upon Supernatural Revelation, the pretended er 
Demonſtration muſt unavoidably at laſt be re. {far 
ſolved and dwindle into probability. But ticl 
ſeeing created Spirit, as well as Body is pro. whs 
poſed to be believed, here ariſeth another Dif. ſtan 
ficulty, viz. What we are to underſtand by 
Spirit, here? For according to the Senſe in 
which that Term is underſtood, ſo will the 
Argument be ſtronger or weaker, which iz 
to be Erefted on the belief of God's Having 
created Spirit as well as Body. By Body, | 
conceive is here meant Matter, or Material 
Subſtance ; And Spirit being here uſed by way 
of diſtinction, or being oppos'd' here to Body, 
ſhould be thought to ſignify only Immaterial 
Subſtance, or Subſtance without that property 
which makes Subſtance Matter. Now, a Man 
may believe God hath created both Immaterial 
and Material Subſtance, and not perceive any 
reaſon to uſe the Selt-moving Puwer of the 
Soul as a Demonſtrative Reaſon that God can- iſ 
not ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to any Sy- 
item of Matter. Our believing he hath crea-· 
ted both Immaterial and Material Subſtance, 
cannot make us certain of all the Purpoſes for 
which he created them, nor what Properties 
or Powers he will beſtow on the one, which |" 
he will not beſtow on the other. Mr. Broughton 
in his Sect. of Union, becauſe the Cobæſion 17 i 
the parts of Matter is what ſurpaſſes moſt Men's 
Comprehention, has found out a particular uſe 
for, and conſequently a very good reaſon wh) 
we ſhonld believe God hath created Immateria 
52517 Subſtance 
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Subſtance, as well as Material : For he appears 
every much inclined to have Immaterial Sub- 
ſtance, the Cement to join and unite the Par- 
ticles of Matter one to another. And perhaps 
when he hath Demonſtrated Immaterial Sub. 
ſtance was Created for this purpoſe, he will 
not find it very eaſie to Demonſtrate it was 
Created for any other, or is uſed for any other 
purpoſe, One purpole, for any thing I know, 
may with equal reaſon be improved to the ex- 
cluding of all other, as well as one Property. 
And if ſo, the Conſequence will be dangerous; 
and inſtead of uſing the Argument and Reaſon 
abovementioned, to Demonſtrate what it was 
brought for, it will be well if the maintain- 
jers of theſe Notions, do not find themſelves 
obliged to deny that the Soul doth exert a 
Self- moving Power in all the Operations of 
Thought and Spontaneous Motion, leſt other- 
wile they ſhould be neceſſitated to own, that 
two diſtinct and independant Powers may be in 
the ſame Subſtance, or the ſame Subſtance may 
ve created or uſed for more Purpoſes than one, 
nd thoſe independant too. And it may deſerve 
a little Conſideration, whether the latter does 
ot neceſlarily. prove the former, viz. That a 
dubſtance cannot ſerve or anſwer to two diſtin&» 
pndependant Purpoſes, but by ſuſtaining two 
liſtinct independant Powers, or. Properties 
tet Mr. Broughton, it muſt be acknowledg'd, 
lot often uſe the word Spirit in another ſenſe ;, 
s he doth alſo Immaterial Subſtance, uſing 
hem indifferently one for another, and both 
o ſignify Immaterial Subſtance with 4 Power of 
| Thinking 


peradded, whether the Subſtance is Material 
or Immaterial. This Mr. Broughton appears 
aware of, p. 82. where he expreſleth himſelf 
in theſe words, The Word Immaterial is indeed a 
Negative Term, but conſidering it as expreſſing 
ſomething tbat Thinks, which Matter cannot do, &c. 
Now what doth all this amount to ? But only 
this, That if by Immaterial, you will under. 
ſtand ſomething that Thinks, and by Matter 
fomething that cannot Think; that is, ſome- 
thing to which God cannot ſuperadd a Power 
of Thinking; then when you ſay any thing 
Thinks, you mean it is Immaterial; and when 
you ſay any thing is Material, you mean it can- 
not Think, or is ſomething to which God can- 
not ſuperadd a Power of Thinking. Is not this 
very inſtru&ive, and very proper to convince, 
when the Queſtion is, whether it can be De- 
monſtrated that God cannot ſuperadd a Power 
of Thinking to Matter? Certainly nothing 
can be more evident than this, that if by Mat- 
ter we underſtand ſomething to which God can- 
not ſuperadd a Power of Thinking, then God 
cannot ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to il. 
And if any Men take Spirit, and Body in theſe 
ſenſes, and the belief that God hath Created 
Spirit as well as Body, they may perhaps be 4 
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e, by ſome Reaſon which will incline them to uſe 
no Ma power of thinking, or of ſelf- motion, (which 
ce muſt here be taken to be of the ſame import) 


r- to prove demonſtratively that God cannot ſu- 
nd peradd a power of ſelf-motion, to what they 


jb. believe he cannot add it to. But then an un- 


ſu- Whappineſs attends all this, viz. That the Pro- 
ial MWpoſition believed, is the Propoſition whieh 
ars {Would be demonſtrated : And a power of ſelf- 
elf MWnotion can be of no uſe in this buſineſs, till it 


da e demonſtrated, that God cannot ſyperadd 
ins any power to any thing, to which they believe 
xc. Nie cannot ſuperadd ir. Taking thoſe words in 
nly he aforeſaid Senſes, we muſt uſe them for 
er- MWideas, which are not included in the Senſes in 
ter Nrhich they are ordinarily underſtood. The 
ne- Wower of thinking is not included in the Idea 
ver ordinarily ſignified by the word Matter; and 
ing {Wherefore it cannot belong to any Syſtem of 
hen Natter, unleſs it be ſuperadded to it. So nei- 
an- her is the power of thinking, or of ſelf- mo- 
an- ion included in the Idea ſignified ordinarily, 
this Wy Immaterial Subſtance, when conſider'd a; 
ice, Wppos'd to Matter; And therefore Immaterial 
De- {Wubſtance can no more think or move it (elf, 
wer {Wan Matter can, till a power to do fo, is ſu- 
ing Neradded to ir. This is moſt certain, and mult 
lat- Ne acknowledg'd by every one, who will not 
can- firm that Subſtance, barely as Subſtance, doth 


ecelſarily thiax. For Immaterial Subſtance, 
tuch, is nothing but Subſtance ; And if Sub- 
ne, as Subſtance, doch neceſlarily think, 
ated ere will be no avoiding of it; but Matter 
> led Muſt think ; yea, mult necellarily think, be- 

1 cauſe 
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cauſe it is neceſſarily Subſtance, If created 
Subſtance muſt have a power of thinking ſu- 
peradded to it, to make it Spirit, or thinking 
Subſtance, it is undeniable that Subſtance whe- 
ther material or immaterial, to which that 
power is ſuperadded, will be Spirit or thinking 
Subſtance. Tho' we not only believe, but are 
certain that God hath created Subſtance to 
which he hath ſuperadded a power of Self 
motion, and that he hath created Matter or 
Body to great quantities of which he hath not 
ſuperadded a power of Self- motion, yet, a 
power of Self. motion will not prove demon- 
ſtratively that he cannot ſuperadd it to certain 
Syſtems of Matter duly diſpoſed. It depends 
wholly on his Pleaſure, Mr. Broughton pro- 
cegds thus, For in Conſequence of this, he wil find 
It bighly reaſonable, to ſuppoſe that Spirit is the 
Principle of Life and Senſation, and Body of Me- 
chaniſm and local Motion, What he means by 
Spirit here, in which of the foremention' 
Senſes he would have the World underſtand, | 
cannot tell. And the meaning of the word 
Principle, here, is ſo undeterminate, it in- 
creaſes the doubt. Rut whether the one or the 
other ſenſe, or any new one be deſigned, i 
not very material; becavſe both here, and ii 
the following werds, not Demonſtration, but 
a high degree of Probability is all that is pre 
tended. But by what Eſſential Character can 1 
diſtinguiſh theſe two, viz. Spirit, and Body, 
they are two diſtinct Species of Beings ? Ani{wel, 
make known what you mean, or ſettle deter 
minate Ideas in your own Minds, . yo 
eſig 


they are to be diſtinguiſned. E. G. If by Spi- 
Tit, is meant Immaterial Subſtance, it is Eſſen- 
tially diſtinguiſhed from Matter, by its being 


without that Property which makes Subſtance 


Matter. If by Spirit, you mean thinking Sub- 
ſtance, whether the Subſtance be material or 
immaterial, it is Eſſentially diſtinguiſhed, both 
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deGgn to fignify by thoſe words, and you may 
ſoon find out the Eſſential Character whereby 


from meer immaterial Subſtance, and from 


meer Body or Matter, by the power of Think- 
ing which is ſuperadded to it. Mr. Broughton 
goes on in theſe words, I grant what Mr. Locke 
contends for, that tis poſſible to conceive a Spirit de- 
veſted of the Operation of Thought, and barely. in 
bis own Term, as an unſolid Subſtaxce ;, but it iz 
ſuſficient,, that we place the diſſ inction upon the capa- 
city and incapacity of Thought ; For the other of 
{ ſolid and unſolid ] is no way ſerviceable to us, 
becauſe we did not come by the knowledge of Spirit, 
as really Exiſting, by our Idea of ſometbing unſolid, 
but only by our Idea of ſomething that Thinks : So 
that our Idea of an unſolid Subſtance, is not form'd 
from the Contemplation of any thing without us, 
as that of Soljdity is, but is à bare Hypotheſis to 
ta ſolve the Phænomenon of Thought. I ſuppoſe Mr. 
Broughton in the firſt place means, that he grants 
that immaterial Subſtance,and a power of Think- 
ing are not inſeparable, But no place in Mr. 

Locle's Book being referr'd to, for what is pre- 

tended to be ſaid by him, Iam inclin'd to think 

there is a miſtake, and that no ſuch Paſſage can 

be found in Mr. Locbe's Eſfäy, or any Book he 

hach writ, He does not Diſcourſe ſo looſely. 
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What is granted, Mr. Locke never contends 
for: And *tisa thing utterly impoſſible. What | 
follows, I cannot eaſily conceive ; only I ap- 
prehend that he means our Idea of Spirit is 
ſomething that thinks, and that neither ſolid, MW * 
nor unſolid is included in it; ſo far he is clearly WM £ 
right, And had he gone one ſtep further, b 
and concluded from thence, that as our Idea of 


Spirit doth not include, ſo neither doth it ne- f 
ceſſarily exclude either; and therefore that MW * 
from thence we cannot be certain whether God f 
can ſaperadd the power of Thinking to both, | 
or only to one of them : Then perhaps he th 
would not have laid fo great a ſtreſs on Caps- 8 
city or Incapacity, as he ſeems to do, without ff. 
explaining what he means by them, whilſt he 02 
reſects the Conſderation of Solid and Unſolid. I f 
As for the Exiſtence of unſolid Subſtance, (as fir wa 
as I perceive here) he could contentedly giveit Mt : ; 
up, if it were not, that thoſe who will have it 1 
to be certain that God cannot ſuperadd a power * 
of Thinking to any Syſtem of Matter, bare b 10 
been neceſſitated to multiply Beings, and there. * 
fore to form the Idea of unſolid Subſtance, as elf 
an Hypotheſis to ſolve the Phznomenon of hs 
Thorght. Yet in other places of his Book, of ? 
he hath provided 'other uſe for unſolid Sub- "el 


. ſtance ; ſo that notwithſtanding, if a ſolid Sul. 
ſtance (as he goes on) be poſſibly capable of tin 
Faculty of Thought, then there is no neceſſity to tt 
cur to the Hypotheſis of an unſolid Subſtance, i 
ſolve that Phenomenon ; Yet there may, to fol 
other Phznomenons, as the Cohæſion of ti 
parts of Matter, Cc. And thus both the 
1 bx care 
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e cared for Hypotheſis, and the Philoſophical 
Axiom, Entia non ſunt multiplicanda ſine neceſſi- 
tate, are in no danger to be Caſhier'd, but will 
3 retain all their Force, and ſtill ſerve as many 
good Purpoſes as ever. And perhaps the Axi- 
om may be of uſe to one Purpoſe not minded 
before, viz. That Men ſhou'd not unneceſſarily 
forge Hypotheſes, nor affirm their Hypotheſes 
to be abſolutely neceſſary with reference unto 
God, to particular Purpoſes, when the utmoſt 
Evidence they have of their being neceſſary to 
thoſe Purpoſes, is but probable. What is this, 
(viz, if there is not a neceſlity to recur to the 
Hypotheſis of an unſolid Subſtance to ſolve 
that Phznomenon ) but to introduce Univerſal 
Cor porealiſm ? which is neither better nor worſe 
than Atheiſm. This is very luſtily pronounc'd. 
The Cenſure of Atheiſm is become ſo Trite 
and Faſhionable, the true ſenſe of the word is 
almoſt loſt amongſt ſome People. Every thing 
that pleaſes not a Sett of Men, is preſently 
branded with Atheiſm, Where it ſhall be 
demonſtrated that a Power of Thinking and of 
Self-motion are nothing; for it is paſt doubt, 
they are not Matter, And that the true Notion 
of Atheiſm conſiſts in not being certain, but 
that ſome thinking Creatures may not be equal- 
ly Immaterial with the Creator of all things, 
then it will be time to be affected with Mr. 
Brougbton”'s Expoſtulation, and to have ſome 
regard to his Judgment about Atheiſm. It is 
not our buſineſs to make Worlds, nor to frame 
Hypotheſes at pleaſure ; that by vertne of 
them we may averr that God hath made as 
| R 3 many 
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many ſorts of Beltigs as we have a mind to. 
God has made the World to our hands, with. 
1 out asking our advice, and his ways are unſcar- 
1 chable to us; And it'decomes not us to be poſi. 
tive further than we can demonſtrate. He did 
not in creating the World, and framing of 
Man, borrow Hypotheſes or Axioms deviſed 
by Men a long time after the World was crea- 
ted, and Man formed. We do not know but 
that God can ſo frame and faſhion, if he pleaſes, 
certain Syſtems of Matter, as to make then 
capable of many more Powers than he will ever 
beſtow on any. And perhaps he will hereafter 
both ſo model certain Syſtems of Matter, as to 
make them capable of, and actually beſtow on 
them ſuch Properties as he doth not ofdinarily 
beſtow on any now. 8 


Mr. Broughton in Sec. III. Diſcourſes of lm. 
material Subſtance, and applies Himſelf to 
45 the Exiſtence of Immaterial Subſtance, 
by endeavouring to prove there muſt be one In. 
material Subſtance, Eternal, and the firſt cauſe 
Motion. And then concludes thus, It is not in. 
 tumbent upon me to prove, as a farther confirmatin 
"of my Principle, ( which Principle be ſaith, p. 8. # 
Immaterial Subſtance ) that there are likewiſe fiitt 
created Immaterial Subſtances : It is abundant) 
ſufficient that there is no contradidion in the thing, 
and that Immaterial, as well as Material Subſt an, 
may be conceived the Object and Effect of Divin 
Power; which it certainly may be, ſince it does i 
imply in its Idea any thing of abſolute Perfeltin 
P. 13. If this is Reaſoning, it is much abo, 
| Ts | m} 


lone N 


1 
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5, my Comprehenſion : And I ſuppoſe will al- 
. ways remain ſo, till it can be clearly proved 
+. that God muſt neceſſarily Create whatever 
4. there is no Contradiction in, or can be an Ob- 
a jet of Divine Power, or that does not imply 
of in its Idea abſolute Perfection. If what he 
ed ſays be true, he may abundantly prove that 
ea. either Maſes was very much out in the account 
dot he gives of the Creation of the World, or that 
es. there was a World, or a great many Worlds 
em made, innumerable Ages before that, of the 
ver Creation of which AMoſes gives a Relation, In 
frer this fame Section, he tells us he ventures to 
sto lay down this as a Propoſition next to Self-evident, 
viz. That from the difference we find in the nature 
of Accidents, we muſt conclude a like difference in 
the nature of tboſe Subſtances to which they belong, 
p. 10. If this beſo, I apprehend we muſt con- 


In. dude there are a great many more ſorts of Sub- 
© to ſtances, than Material and Immaterial ; For 
ince, there are many Accidents or Properties, which 
In- are equally different from Thought, as from 
% olidity, (op Extenſion, which word pleaſeth 


Mr. Broughton belt.) And Mr. Broughton having 
ſeiz d on Subſtance, ſo far as Thought and Ex- 
tenſion can reach, and ſtuft'd it ſo full with 


rk theſe two Properties, which make or divide 
1 ubſtance into Material and Immaterial, that 
thing they are not capable of admitting auy other 
an roperty, he maſt either provide more forts of 


publtances, (for there are other Accideats, 
hich differ · as much one from another in their 
Natures, as they do from both the foremen- 
loned ) or elſe there will be Accidents where 
7 K 4 t hei e 
1 
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there is no Subſtance, to the Irrepairable Wcan 
Damage of his Self- evident Propoſition. But ter 
what reaſon can there be to ſacrifice a Self. evi- ¶ ing 
dent Propoſition to the Honour, and for the Wren 
Safety of One which is but next to Self-evi- ade 
dent? If Mr. Broughton had made known in del 
what ſenſe the word Nature is to be underſtood, ¶ Sul 
in both parts of his Propofition, it world have Sub 
appeared plain whether both his Propoſitions WW teri 
can conſiſt together, or whether the Elder muſt WPro 
Veil and give place to the Younger, If he teri 
means by a difference in the nature of the Sub. ¶ ſpec 
ſtance, That the Internal Conſtitution of an In- ¶ cone 
dividual Subſtance muſt be ſuch, as it is the ¶ mod 

leaſure of God it ſhould be, in order to its Mther 

eing duly diſpoſed to have what we call a Spe- Nwhic 
cifick Property ſuperadded to it; and that the 
Internal Conſtitution of another Individual 
Subſtance, muſt be different from that of the 
former, in order to its being duly diſpoſed to 
receive, or to have a Property Speciſically dit-W 
ferent from the other ſuperadded to it: 1 ſay, eren 
if this is what was meant, therg will be little 
room for diſpute 4 but I wiſh he had explained 

his own Terms, and had here declared clearly 
his own Senſe : For I very much ſuſpect he in- 
tended ſomething elſe, becauſe this account ol 
the different Nature of Subſtances, will not be 
very much for his turn. We ean very wel 
underſtand that Material Subſtances may bMi 
variovſly diſpoſed ; And we are ſenſible tha 
God does ſuperadd very different Properties i! 
Material Subſtances, variouſly model'd, fram's 
and diſpoſed, How great a variety he hath, 0 


* 
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le can make in the Internal Conſtitutions of Ma- 
vt. terial Subſtances, tranſcends our Underſtand- 
i- Wings 3, And ſo doth the number of the diffe- 
he rent properties which God bath, or can ſuper- 
vi- add to Material Syſtems ſo diſpoſed and mo- 
in del'd as he ſees fit. The different Natures of 
xd, Wl Subſtances here ſpoken of, do not concern 
we Subſtance as Material and Immaterial, for Ma- 
terial does not come within their Verge. The 
Propoſition only directs how to diſtinguiſh Ma- 
terial Subſtances one from another : By the 
ſpecifick Properties we find in them, we are to 
conclude that they are differently fram'd and 
model'd, in ſome proportion to the difference 
there is bet wixt the Properties or Powers with 
which they are inveſted, or which are ſuper- 
added to them. But ſhould a Man talk of part- 
ing and dividing Immaterial Subſtance into In- 
dividual Syſtems, and variouſly modelling, fa- 
Mioning, and framing, and diſpoſing the parts 
of them, that they may be fitted to have dif- 
erent, Powers ſuperadded to them, People 
who had their ſenſes about them, would be fo 
ainel ar from hoping to be much Enlightned by him, 
ear bey would be apt to ſuſpet him not well in 
ie in- is Wits. ee 


ot be Tho' Mr. Froughton would venture in Sc&, III. 
wel e., to lay down the Propoſition abovemen- 

loned, as next to Self- evident, Vet in Sed. IV. 
5, 16. he acknowledges it hath its Infirmi- 
es, it is not univerſally true, but does fail in 
dme Caſes ; but however to make amends for 
s weaknefs on the ſide of Matter, he hath 
founq 


4 
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found a way how to bring Immaterial Sub. 
ſtance within its Clutches. It nuit be granted, 
(faith Mr. N nn p. 15, 16.) That all kind 
of difference in Properties, does not argue different 
Subſt ances : For inſtance, Our Ideas of Solidity 
and Colour, are very different, and we find no im. 
mediate Connexion between them, and yet we find 
them conſiſtent in the ſame Material Subſtance , 
Nay, we find contradictory Qualities, v. 9. Hard- 
neſs and Fluidity to Exiſt alternately in the ſam: 
Subſtance. And this leads us to conſider where 
their Connexion lies, if they have any ; and me 
preſently find their agreement in a third thing : We 
find Extenſion ſuſceptible of Solidity and Colow 
at once, of Hardneſs and Fluidity at different times, 
and being thus united in one Attribute, they reſolve 
into one Nature and Eſſence. But when we find 
any two Properties, which after a thorough Exami- 
naticn, are neither immediately Connected them- 
ſelvet, nor mediately by any third thing; we muſ 
conclide by the ſame Rule, (and tis the only Rule 
we have in ſuch Caſes, ) that they do appertain 
unto two different Natures and Eſſences, 


I do not underſtand what it is for different 
Properties to reſolve into one Nature and Eſſence. 
I apprehend that by one Nature and Eſſence, 
he here means one parcel of Matter ; other- 
wiſe he had no need of different times, to find 
hardneſs and flaidity in Matter. I alſo appre- 
hend that he would have Extenſion to be the 
Property, which ſuperadded to Subſtance, 
© makes it Matter. I will not tickle with hin 
about that, tho" I think him greatly miſtaken 
Ota: an 
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b. Mind if 1 reach bis Meaning at leaſt in one part 
d, Nof his Book, he ſhould have laboured hard to 
1nd {have reconcil'd himſelf to ſome other Notion 


of Matter; becauſe he ſeems to be of the opi- 
ity nion, that Extenſion is inſeparable from God. 
n. may be poſitive, that he grants that ſeveral 
ind diſtiner Properties, may at the ſame time, be 
; Win the ſame Material Subſtance, provided it be 
1d. by the Mediation of Extenſion, which makes 
m Mithe Subſtance to be Matter. There is one thing 
err more, I may be poſitive he delivers his Judg- 
ment about, viz. That Extenſion is ſuſceptible 
of Properties, and at different times of con- 
tradiftory Properties. In this I muſt diſſent 
from Mr. Broughton, till it ſhall be made very 
plain, that one Property is ſuſceptible of other 


find Properties: Which I take to be no better, if not 
mi- Nworſe, in Mr. Broughton's own words, in ſome 
em- part of his Book, than allowing 4 Self-ſupport to 
nuſt WM Accidents. It is only Subſtance that is ſuſcepti- 


ble of Properties; And there is no way by 
which Properties can be Connected, but by be- 
ing in the ſame Subſtance. When we perceive 
any Property doth Exiſt, we can rationally and 
demonſtratively conclude, that ſome Subſtance 
hath that Property ſuperadded to it ; but we 
cannot conclude ſo, barely from our perceiving 
that that Property doth Exiſt ; that the Sub- 
ſtance to which it is ſuperadded, hath another 
Property ſuperadded to it. If we perceive 


the wo diſtinet Properties in the ſame Subſtance, 

ince, Wwe cannot have any reaſon to conclude they are 
him either immediately connected to one another, 
11 N Ir that they are mediately connected by De 
a bot 
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both in a third Property, which, is ſuperadded 
to the Subſtance ; for then OE the 
other two Properties would be the Properties 
of the Subſtance, but only the Properties f 
the Property which muſt ſupport them, and 
is ſuperadded to, and ſupported by the Sub. 
ſtance, Can any thing be more abſurd than 
this? The third thing by which they are con- 
need, is the Subſtance, to which they ir 
equally ſuperadded. There is no more nee 
that a third thing muſt intervene, that two, 
or more diſtin& Properties may be ſuperadded 
to the ſame Subſtance, than 1 8 is that one 
Property may be ſuperadded to it. But *twil 
ſtil} be pretended, that from the nature of ti 
Property, we may conclude what is the nature 
the Subſtance to which it is ſuperadded, vir. whe 
ther the Subſtance is Material, or Immaterial 
Let the nature of the Property be what it wil, 
can certainly and . demonſtratively conclud: 
no more from that, than that it is ſuperaddel 
to a Subſtance; I cannot from that Propert] 
alone, ( whilſt it is not the Property whici 
makes Subſtance Matter) demonſtratively con. 
clude, that the, Subſtance to which it is ſuper 
added, is Material: Before 1 can ſo conclude, 
that the Subſtance it belongs to is Material, 
muſt ſome way perceive that the Proper 
which makes Subſtance Matter, is ſuperadde 
to ir. I Tee ſomething A ttracted: From thend 
1 with good reaſon conclude, there is ſome dib 
ſtance to which a Power of Attracting is ſi 
peradded ; but I cannot demonſtratively col 
clude from the nature of this Property, 1 
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he Subſtance to which it belongs, has alſo 
that Property which makes Subſtance to be 
Matter ; nor can ] demonſtratively conclude 
from that Property, or its Nature, that the 
Subſtance to which it is ſuperadded, hath not 
that other Property. The ſame may be faid 
concerning Thought ; Tho? I mult add, that if 
we may conclude any thing more from the na- 
ture of Thought, concerning the nature of the 
Subſtance to which it belongs, than that the 
dubſtance to which the Power of Thinking is 
ſuperadded, is Thinking Subſtance, we muſt 
know what the nature of Thought is, i. e. 
wherein Theught doth conſiſt, which Mr, Broughton 
Y hath not yet diſcovered to the World : For 
oy OE are, as he ſaith, conſcicus of Thought, 


mat goes no further than its Exiſtence ; ſo that 
"1 otwithſtanding that great Evidence of its Ex- 
11 iſtence, Vet of its Nature we may be perfectly 


ignorant: And if we muſt conclude concern- 
lv ing the nature of the Subſtarce it belongs to, 
from its own Nature, what concluſion can we 
rationally make, but that both their Natures 
Ire pnknown to us? 


col. 
uy Suppoſing (faith Mr. Broughton) that our 


knowledge of Extenſion proves the Exiſtence of 
Corpereal Subſtance , we are to enquire whether our 
knowledge of Cygitation proves the ſame of Incor- 
real? p. 15. I anſwer, No. It does not. 
Upon our perceiving Extenſion any where, we 
may demonſtratively prove there is ſome Sub- 
ſtance to which Extenſion is ſuperadded, or 
that there is Extended Subſtance, which paſſes 


w ith 
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with Mr. Broughton for Cor poreal Subſtauce 
And perceiving Cogitation in any Created Be. 
ing, we may demonſtratively prove, there i; 
Subſtance to which a Power of Thinking i 
ſuperadded, or Cogitative Subſtance. But 
whether the Subſtance to which the Power of 
Thinking is ſuperadded, is Extended Subſtance, 
or not, cannot be demonſtratively proved by 
the bare knowledge of Cogitation. From Co. 
gitation, when perceived, we may prove: 
Power ſuperadded to Subſtance, whether Ma. 
terial, or Immaterial ; which neither of then 
has of it ſelf, or as ſuch ; but we cannot de. 
monſtratively prove from thence, either the 
Abſence, or the Preſence-of another Property, 
We can prove demonſtratiyely that all Crea. 


ted Subſtance, ts either Material. or Immate-I 


rial. But our diſtinguiſhing Created Subſtance 
thus, doth not prove that God hath Created 
pure Immaterial Subſtance: But, taking it for 
granted, or ſuppoſing that he hath Created 
pure Immaterial Subſtance, our knowledge of 
Cogitation and Extenſion, will not prove that 
every Created Subſtance is either Cogitative or 
Extended, nor that every unextended Subſtance 
is Cogitative. Other Properties may, for 
ought we know, belong to, or be ſuperadded 
to Immaterial Subſtance, which may render 
it as uncapable of Thought, as Extenſion or 
Solidity can, when ſuperadded to Subſtance, 
But God doth not neceſſarily ſo cramp, or 
limit himſelf by beſtowing one Property on 
Subſtance, as to make it impoſſible for him to 


ſuperadd agother.to it, without depriving it 8 
the 
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the former; At leaſt, we cannot demonſtrate 
that he bath laid any ſuch a on him- 


ſelf. 


Whoever that ſeriouſly Read the 6th. SeR, 
of the 3d. Chapt. of the 4th. Book of Mr. 
Lockes Eſſay, I am perſwaded will receive ſo 
much light and ſatisfaction, he cannot avoid 
concluding that the Errant'ſt Ruſtick in the 
World, did he underſtand that Section, would 
ſee very good reaſon to bluſh, and be aſhamed 
of ſuch Talk as is to be found i in p. 20, 21. of 
the ane RN 


But (faith Mr. Broughton ) things are only di- 
ea. il ſinguiſhable by their Properties, p. 22. Very 
true. But what Mr. Broughton ſhould have 
1 was, that by the Nature of any Pro- 
y ſuperadded to Subſtance, we may know 
nbether = Subſtance to which it is ſuper- 
added, is Material or Immaterial. *Tis cer- 
tain, Individual Beings are only diſtinguiſhable 
by their Properties; every one having ſome 
one, at leaſt, eculiar to it ſelf, whereby it is 
alblngn ſhed #- om all others ; but it does not 
r that therefore their Subſtances are di- 
ſtinguiſhable by thoſe peculiar Properties, in- 
to Material, and Immaterial. The Subſtances | 
may be every one of them Material, tho' the 
Properties are different: Yea, The Power of 
Thinking being ſuperadded to Created Imma- 
terial Subſtance, doth not diſtinguiſh Imma- 
terial Subſtance from Material; it diſtin- 
cuiſhes thinking Immaterial Subſtance, from 
FPS un- 


\ 
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unt hinking Immaterial and Material Subſtances, ties, 
Juſt as being ſuperadded to ſome ſyſtems ot i doe 
Matter fitly diſpoſed, it would diſtinguiſh and 
thinking Material Subſtance from unthinking I cant 
Subſtance, both Material and Immaterial. ſylk« 


Mr. Broughton in his 5th, Se#. has made a 1 God 
wonderful Diſcovery, viz. The difference be. en 


tween Extenſion and Thought is ſo wide, tha to t 
there is no third Idea to unite Ae in one Subſt ance; the 7 
and this muſt render our Endeavours to conceive: I ſtrer 
them, as ſo united, for ever fruitleſs And what. ¶ <9nct 
ſvever we cannot conceive in Created Nature, to le I be t; 


fa much as poſſible, is a repugnancy in the nature of 
the thing, p. 23. How wide the difference js 
between them, cannot be preciſely deter- 
mined, without an exact knowledge of what 
each of them doth conſiſt in. But be the diffe- 
rence wider or narrower, that ſignifies not 
any thing to the want of a third Idea, to unite 
them in one Subſtance. And if any Man en- 
deavours to conceive them ſo united, viz. by 
a third Idea, he deſerves to loſe his Labour. 
Yer, that whatſoever we cannot conceive in 
Created Nature, to be ſo much as this wa 
poſſible, (for ſo he muſt mean, or what he 
faith is to no purpoſe here,) is a Repugnancy 
in the nature of the thing, is not a Propoſition 
ſelf-evidently true. It is rather ſelf-evident!y 


Rule, 
thinks 
ongs 
xeluc 
not c 
Which 


falſe. There js, to uſe his own words, a Re- ith 
pugnancy in the nature of the thing, viz. That * / 
a Property ſhould not be a Property, but np 
| ſhould be a Subſtance, and ſhould do the - bul- At 
F clea 


_ weſsof a Subſtance; that is, ſupport Proper 


les. 
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ties. And yet by this ſtringing of Properties; 
of does he pretend to prove that it is both abſurd 
in and miſchievous, not to be certain that God 
ng I cannot. ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to a 

ſyſtem of Matter, ſo diſpoſed as he ſhall think 
fig, For a Man to ſay, he does not know that 
God cannot ſuperadd a Power of Thinking to 


the Truth of our Faculties; And all this by the 
ſtrength and vertue of our not being, able to 
conceive a third Idea, by which Properties can 
be tyed unto Subſtance. This is the ſumm ot 
this Section, and is ſaid to be as full an Evidence 
that Cogittation, and Extenſion cannot be in the 
ſame Subſtance, as Demon/trative Knowledge will 
bear, Yet, one would have thought Mr. 
Broughton ſhould hardly have ſaid ſo ; becauſe 
in p. 31. one reaſon he gives why he likes not 
this Definition of Extenſion, - That it conſiſts in 
having partes extra partes, is this, That, accor- 
ang to it, be can hade no Idea of the Omnipotence 
of God; And ſoit offends ( faith he] againſt that 
Rule, Debet cum definito reciprocari. Here, me- 
thinks, he plainly aſſerts that Extenſion be- 
ongs to God; and | hope he has no deſigu to 
xclude Cogitation from him, becauſe he can- 
not conceive a third Idea, by the heip of 
which, he might Tack it unto him, It is eaſy 
faith he) for any one to experience in his Mind, 
bis Repugnancy of conceiving Extenſion and 
Thought, ' as the Properties of one and the ſame 
ubſtance. Let him, as Method requires, frame 
cle and diſt init an Idea as be can, of each of 

| | I. then 


any Material Syſtem, is Unphiloſophical, Abſurd 
to the laſt degree, Sceptical, and a denying of 
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142 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
them ſeparately ; and then let him endeavour what M ._. 
he can to conjoyn them; let him try to mark out i furt 
an Inch of Reaſon, or an Ell of Contemplation, kno 
which would be as eaſy to do, were the two Proper. 
ties conſiſtent, as to conceive a Reaſoning Inch, 
Contemplating Ell of Matter; for wherever tm 
Properties are united in one Subſtance, they may be 
reciprocally predicated. Thus I can conceive an ex. 
tended Whiteneſs, as well as a white Exten/im, 
This Diſcourſe is fo very proper for Diverſion, 
J may well leave it to be an Entertainment to 
thoſe who are inclined to be merry. I ſhall 
only take notice, That if there is a Repug. 
nancy between theſe two Properties being it 
the ſame Subſtance, the Repugnancy doth not 
conſiſt in their being perfectly different Pro. 
perties, (for they are not contradictory,) 
which have not any dependance on each other; 
but in the nature of Subſtance, which is not to 
be corrected by a third Idea, and which mull 
render it utterly uncapable of both. Nov 
the nature of Subſtance being acknowledg'd , 
Mr. Broughton to be unknown to us, it is plain 8 
even to Demonſtration, that it is pot poſſibe er 
we ſhould be able to determine whether it is, 
or is not capable of both Properties; And 
it appears ſtrange, or rather pleaſant, that 
one who acknowledges Subſtance is an unknow! 
Nature, ſnould take pains to prove that two 
Properties, and particularly by a pretendel 
comparing them two together, cannot be botl 


mater 
certaj 


together the Properties of he does pot know o to 
what: Or that the ſame Subſtance is not cap hat 


ble of Cogitation and Extenſion, of the pot 
| tore we! 
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ture and Capacities of which Subſtance he ac- 
knowlegges, that himfelf and all Men are per- 
fectly ignorant. As for his Inches, and his 
Ells, I may obſerve that a Man can no more 
conceive an Inch of Heat, and an Ell of Sweet- 
neſs ; no, nor of his own Inſtances, Extenfion 
and Whiteneſs, nor indeed of any ſuch Qua- 
lities, than of Reaſon and Contemplation. 
wo Properties being in a Subſtance, may 


nd as having in it the other Property; but 
hey cannot be predicated of one another; 
or can thoſe Terms which may be properly 
pplied to the Subſtance, purely by vertne of 
s having one Property, be properly applied 
dit, as having another Property perfectly di- 


roperty it ſelf. Mr. Broughton, to prove the 
lurdity of what he pretends to oppoſe, 
25, 26, builds upon ſeveral precarious Suppo- 
logs, viz. That Mr, Locke doth affirm that 
od can ſuperadd both Extenſion, and the 
dwer of Thinking to the ſame Subſtance. 
hat it is demonſtratively clear, that no par- 
| of Matter can be made capable of having 
e Power of Thinking ſuperadded to it; 
at it hath been demonſtratively proved that 
a has ſuperadded a Power of Thinking to 
material Subſtances, and hath united them 


e bol certain ſyſtems of Matter; And that Mr. 
none to avoid acknowledging the truth of 
Cad po- 
e Na- 

tor 


at bath been demonſtrated, has recourſe to 
mpotency, as a ſufficient Reaſon in it ſelf, 
ue ſhonld not aſſent to a truth demonſtra- 
DS Ls tively 
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ach of them be predicated of the Subſtance, 
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144 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
tively Evident, without taking theſe Suppo- Wl 

fitions for granted; for none of which there ade 
is any reaſon or ground at all; What he ſaith for 
in this Section, and in many other parts of bi ſo, 
Book, is not of any weight. There is no diff. cou. 
cult y in ſuppoſing (ſaith he) that the Creator ca that 
 Recapacitate ſenſeleſs Matter, for a Reunion with allo! 
Spiritual Subſtance. In all theſe Caſes, (viz. tha ne | 
juſt now mentioned, and Prophecy, and ſuſpending chie! 


the. Laws of Gravitation in one place,) we clean tend 
apprebend, that the Subject is capable, and t to af 
Power ſufficteat, which two are the only Prerequiſtai ns 


for eſe 
Mr. 

ſaffici 
God? 
Opera 
and © 
the I 
God's 
dubjec 
are ca 


to any Operation, p. 26. Theſe words I tak 
notice of, not becauſe I apprehend they are dl 
any great uſe to his purpoſe, tho? all I can find 
that he appears to lay a ſtreſs on; but becauſ 
they do deſerve on another account, ſome Con 
ſideration. For here he clearly owns, tha 
ſenſeleſs Matter is not of it ſelf capable of l 
nion with a ſpiritual Subſtance : But yet tha 
the Creator can capacitate it for, or makei 
capable of Union with it. And when he hat 
ſhewn what this Capacitating of it for th 


Union conſiſts in, more than in diſpoſing iſ . 
ſo, as he thinks fit for that purpoſe, it will . t 
ſcen, whether he had ground to Exclaim Con. 
gainſt Mr. Locke, for not ever attending to l this is 
Catacity of the Subject. And perhaps when above o 
compoſedly thinks on this, he will find ! do Conc 
greater difficulty to conceive that God c 
for any thing we can demonſtrate to the c np 
trary, as well Capacitate ſenſeleſs Matter! the very 
have a Power of Thinking ſuperadded by hi Sat] 
to it; And that if he pleaſe, he can then ſupe 0 1 Fa 
| al b 


* 


Tv. Immateriality of the Soul. I45 
add it, as he can Capacitate ſenſeleſs Matter 
for a Union with ſpiritual Subſtance, And if 
hig fo, he will perceive the remainder of his Diſ- 
if courſe in this Section, not very pertinent; and 

that the trurh of our Faculties is ſafe enough, 
allowing all that Mr. Locke hath ſaid; and that 
he had no very, good reaſon to charge Miſ- 
chief, and in particular Scepticiſm, or a great 
tendency to it, on what Mr. Locke had ſaid, or 
to applaud his own quick- ſightedneſs, in eſpy- 
ing 4 Conſequence which Ar. Locke neither did 
foreſee, nor can diſprove. As for that Notion of 
Mr. Broughton's, That a capable Subject, and a 
ſwfficient Power (for the Diſcourſe is wholly of 
God's Power) are the only Prerequiſites to any 
Operation; I take it to be a very abſurd Notion, 
and of miſchievous Conſequence. It excludes 
the Divine Will and Pleaſure, 'and aſſerts 
God's being under a neceſſity to confer on all 


hare capable of. 


What is not poſſible ( ſaith Mr. Broughton ) any 
way to be conceived, argues as much a Repugnancy 
in Conception, as what is contradiffory. Not that 
this is any prejudice to the belief of things that are 
above our Conception, upon an Authority which we 


jen . | | 
id 0 ao conceive to be ſufficient ; but that, in our rea- 
lung upon things, we maſt reject as falſhood, what 


s impolſible to be underſtood as truth: For indeed 


0 CON . . . . 

ter! the very nature of a Contradiction lies in this, That 
yy bi 1s thing impoſſible to be conceived, p. 27. And 
Cope" 5. 28, Oc. he ſaith, J conclude that Cygitation 


and Extenſion are found upon the Compariſon, E 
L 3 c 
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146 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
be inconſiſtent and incompatible in one and tbe 
ſame Subſtance, and that this their Incanſiſtency in 
one, is as full an Evidence of their appertaining to 
two Subſtances, as Demonſtrative knowledge will 
bear. I ſhould rather think, that fince upon 
comparing theſe Properties, they are found 
not to be contradictory, and that Subſtance 
is an unknown Nature, the concluſion ſhould 
be, that it is not poſſible to have as full Evi- 
dence as Demonſtrative Knowledge will bear, 
that they are- inconſiſtent and incompatible in 
one and the ſame Subſtance. But what he did 
mean by what is not poſſible any way to be 
conceived, and what follows thoſe words, and 
for what purpoſe he delivered his ſenſe in that 
manner, is not eaſie, if any way poſſible to 
be conceived, by conſidering them juſt as they 
lie in that part of his Book, I am not willing 
to think, he had a mind to advance this No- 
tion, that God cannot do any thing, but what 
we can conceive he can do. I think he ay; 
{omethiag” in ſome parts of his Book, that 
will not well confiſt with that, as, that wan 
of Conception will not prove the Impoſſibility of « 
thing. Moreover, I cannot apprehend ov 
any Man can believe, what it is not poilibi: 
for him any way to conceive, nor how an} 
Authority can contribute to his believing {uct 
a thing. And if Mr, Broughton did thin: 
what Mr. Locke ſaid, could not poſſibly an; 
way be conceived, ſome People may be ab. 
to think it ſtrangs that he ſhould ſet himſel 
to write againſt what he was ſenſible he Cid 
not underſtand, However, if they ai 
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Diſcourſe, confuſed and obſcure, and his Ar- 
guments weak, and not at all to the purpoſe, 


they have a ſatisfactory Reaſon of it at hand. 
But I conceive the true meaning and ſenſe of 
this part of his Book, is to be had from ob- 
ſerving the intent of this Section, in which 
the words are found. The forementioned Pro- 
perties cannot be poſlibly conceived to belong 
to one and the ſame Subſtance, but they are 
inconſiſtent and incompatible in one and the 
ſame Subſtance; And this becauſe we cannot 
conceive them as united in one Subſtance by a 
third Idea. So that after all the talk of what 
is not poſſible any way to be conceived, and that 
what is not ſo, argues a Repugnancy in Conception, 
equal to a Contradidion; It comes to no more, 
than our not conceiving the manner how theſe 
Properties can be in the ſame Subſtance ; Yea, 
of their being in it, in ſuch a particular way, 
as does indeed argue a Repugnancy in Conception. 
And at this rate a Man may bring in the charge 
of Scepticiſm, and the denial of the truth of 
our Faculties; and produce as full Evidence 
as Demonſtrative Knowledge will bear, a- 
gainſt any Notions whatſoever, which he has 
a mind not to like, but to brand and diſgrace, 
With as much reaſon, perhaps, it may be ſaid, 
that it is Unphiloſophical, Abſurd, Miſchie- 
vous, and tending to Scepticiſm, to ſay that 
God can ſuperadd Extenſion and Cogitation to 
dubſtance, or that they do belong to, or are 
Properties of Subſtance. For neither the one, 


nor the other is Eſſential to Subſtance ; for if 


either, or both were ſo, the one, or both of 
| Es them, 
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148 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
them, muſt unavoidably and inſeparably be in 
all Subſtance : And being not eſſential, and in- 
feparably conne&ed to Subſtance, it may be 
proved in the way abovementioned, that there 
is a Repugnancy, and Inconſiſtency to be found 
in their being in Subſtance ; And this, becauſe 
it is not poſſible any way to conceive that they 
ſhould be in, or united unto Subſtance ; and 
that, becauſe there is no third Idea to unite 
either of them to Subſtance: A third Idea 
being every whit as neceſſary to unite one Pro- 
perty to Subſtance, as to vnite two unto it. 
y this way of demonſtrating Points, a Man 
may demonſtrate that People ought to reject 
as a Falſhood, what Mr. Broughton aſſerts for 
a certain Truth, viz. That an Immaterial Sub- 
ſtance is united to a Material Snbſtance, For 
what third Idea can be found to unite Immate- 
rial Subſtance to Material? Certainly the dit- 
ference berween theſe two, is ſomewhat wider 
than that between Extenſion and Thought, 
Extenſion, that diſtinguiſhes and ſeparates ma- 
terial ſubſtance from immaterial, will hardly 
be thought a proper Idea to unite them, nor 
to be that which can make matter capable of 
baving immaterial ſubſtance united to it. But 
if any one ſhould entertain that Thought, it 
would be perfectly unſerviceable ; becauſe there 
would ſtill want a third Idea, and not only be- 
cauſe this fancy of the neceſſity of a third Idea 
to unite things, would unavoidably carry Peo- 
ple away in the queFof Third Idea's in Jufini- 
tum, but becauſe Extenſion is not in the pre 
ſent Caſe a third Idea; but according to A. 
| 1 1 | Broughton, 


ende. 


Broughton, the very property which makes ſub- 
ſtance material, and is the only thing we can 

ſlibly conceive that hinders the ſubſtances 
— uniting. Thus, there being no third 
Idea to unite them, their Union, according to 
this Mode of demonſtrating matters, muſt be 
concluded repugnant, inconceivable, contra- 
dictory, and inconſiſtent. To this, it may 
be replied that Mr. Broughton, p. 99. hath 
a Wl theſe words, If we cannot conceive how ma- 
)- WW terial ſubſtances which lie neareſt our Underſtanding, 
t. tho” not level with it, are united, in vain do we 
in endea vou to conceive, or complain for want of Con- 
& Wl ception, bow an immaterial ſubſtance is united to 
or material. Tis true, he hath thoſe words 
b- there, and perhaps he perceived he had occa- 
or ſion to expreſs himſelf to that purpoſe. And 
e- if there be not ſome very great difference, be- 
if- W tween uniting of ſubſtances differing as widely 
er as poſſible from one another, and ſuperadding 
ht. of different properties to one and the ſame 
14- ſubſtance, This agreeable Thought, had it 
ily MW come to mind ſooner, might have ſaved a great 
10r deal of pains, Yet in this place, That an im- 
of material ſubſtance is united to a material, is 
2ut WW fuppoſed, and taken for a demonſtrated Truth, 
it without proving it demonſtratively. If it be 
laid, that he delivers himſelf, p. 88. in theſe 
words, As to the Soul's moving the Body, I have 
undd that Matter was once moved by ſomething 
immaterial And I think there needs no other Ar- 
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| xe, What has been, may be, Our want of Con- 
ce tion is ſo far from proving tve thing impoſſible, 
| | tat 
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150 A Diſcourſe concerning. the 

that it is no Objeition at all, when levell'd again} 
Fal. As tothe laft Sentence here, I ſhall only 
propoſe this, fuppoſe the Fact be the matter in 
queſtion z So that here is ſtill taking for gran- 
ted, that there is demonſtrative Proof on one 
ſide. He before faith, he hath evine d that Mat- 
ter was once moved by ſometbing Immaterial. It is 
acknowledg'd that it may be demonſtratively 
proved, that there is a Cogitative Being, who 
is Immaterial, and who hath not only moved, 
but created Matter. But Mr. Broughton hath 
not proved, nor can any Man ever prove, that 
ſomething immaterial, conſidered purely as 
immaterial, did ever move matter. Neither 
has he produced demonſtrative Proof that a cre- 
ated immaterial ſabſtance did ever move matter. 
Neither material, nor created immaterial ſub- 


ſtance can move matter, without a Power of mo- 


ving it, ſuperadded to it. And either of them 
with that Power ſuperadded, will be able to do 
it. But he bath evinc d that Matter was once moved 
by ſomething Immaterial, And what has been, may 
be. But That ſomething Immatgial, he ſpeaks 
of was uncreated ; And it is certain, that 
God can do, what he has done. Nay, he 
may create, for any thing we know, or can 
prove to the contrary, immaterial ſubſtance ; 
Yea, and ſuperadd to it more Properties thai 
we can reckon up; But if any Man will affirm, 
that created immaterial ſubſtance may do every 
thing that uncreated immaterial ſubſtance eve! 
did, I ſhall not belfeve it. That ſomething 
Immaterial Mr. Broughton ſpeaks of, did create 


the World ont of Nothing: Will he therefor: 
con- 


C0! 
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| conclude, that a created immaterial ſubſtan 

way create a World out of nothing? 

; Mr. Broughton in bis ſixth Section, makes it 
- his buſineſs to prove that Citation doth require 
. an Immaterial Subſtance. And he tells us, that 
1 Senſation is properly a Tbought And that this 
1 Idea of Senſation, does of it ſelf diſcover ſomething 
y Immaterial in us. Very right: For it diſcovers 
o © Power of Thinking to be in us; But what is 
that to an Immeterial Subſtance ? but there is 
h another way whereby it diſcovers of it ſelf 
it ſomething immaterial, 212, Immaterial Sub- 
s WM {tance in us: Which is in ſhort, thus, Becauſe 
.r different degrees of Heat give us the ſenſe of Plea- 
. WW ſure aud of Pain, which are two contrary Ideas. 
r. If pure immaterial ſubſtance, united to mate- 
bd. rial, were ſufficient for all this, there would 
obe ſome Colour to ſay that Senſation did of it 
| ſelf diſcover ſome immaterial ſubſtance in us; 
zo but then by immaterial ſubſtance, we muſt un- 
4 derſtand, only a Power of thinking, or of 
perceiving. Let immaterial ſubſtance, proper- 


2 ly taken, be united to material ſubſtance, there 
at will neither be degrees of heat, nor health, 
he nor pleaſure, nor pain, till a Power of think- 


ing, or of perceiving is ſuperadded to one of 
the ſubſtances ; And that Power ſuperadded to 
ether of the ſubſtances, will folve the Phæno- 


the ſubſtances it is ſuperadded. It is certain 
lzerg muſt be both material ſubſtance, and a 
Power of perceiving, or there cannot be any 
of the Senſations mentioned, but the abſolute 
neceſſity of immaterial ſubſtance, cannot be 
demonſtrated by any or all of them, In 


menon ; but will not diſcover to which ſort of 
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In Set. th. Mr. Broughton undertakes to 
prove, that Phyſically extended Subſtance, is in 
its nature utterly uncapable of Thought, And he 
endeavours to execute his Enterprize, by ſhew- 
ing that Matter is of a paſſive Nature, and that 
it is Diviſible ; both which Properties, he ſaith, do 


prove that it is utterly uncapable of Thought. Mat- 


ter is of a paſſive Nature; that is, it can exert no 
operation, nor any way poſſibly modify it ſelf, p. 35. 
There needs not much labour to prove, that a Sub- 
tance with this eſſential Property is utterly incapable 
of Thought, ſuch as we experience in our ſelves, 
p. 38, As an Effect of our thinking Faculty, we 
are conſcious of Spontaneous Motion 1m our ſelves, 
which is a Motion neither rais'd, nor determin'd 
mechanically We both move and reaſon from our 
ſelves ; which neceſſarily inſers the Power of motion 
within our ſelves ;, and this is a Power abſolutely in- 
conſiſtent with the paſſive Nature of Matter. 
Therefore ſo long as our firſt Idea of Matter, in- 
cludes in it a palſive Nature, it includes alſo an ut- 
ter incapacity of Thought, p. 38, 39. There is a- 
nother Property of Matter reſulting from our firſt 
Contemplation of it, which renders it incapable of 
Thought, and that is Diviſability, p. 39. And in 
p. 104. he certiſies that according to his Argument, 
a capacity of Diviſability, makes incapable , 
Thought, And if he himſelf had not declared 
that, the extent of his Argument, I ſhould 
not have thought it had reach'd fo far. For 
immaterial ſubſtance is capable of divilibility, 
becauſe ſolidity may be ſaperadded to it; and 
if being capable of diviſibility, makes Incapabe 

| a 
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of thought, immaterial ſubſtance muſt be: in- 


capable of it, as well as material. I ſhould 
have thought that inſtead of a capacity of di- 


' viſibility, a neceſſity to be actually divided, 


ſhould be neceſſary to make ſubſtance uncapable 
of thought. But if Mr. Broughton had in plain 
and expreſs Terms, declared what he means by 
Capacity, and Incapacity, the force of his Dif- 
courſe would have been more eaſily underſtood, 
and perhaps this whole Section would have ap- 
peared perfectly needleſs. By what he ſays in 
p. 40, 41. I am inclined to think, that he 
means by matter being utterly incapable of 
thought, that matter conlidered as matter, 
cannot think, or has not as matter, the power 


of thinking in it ſelf ; and the Title of his 


next Section would alſo prompt the ſame 
Thought. If this was his meaning, the Point. 
is ſo plain, it needed no Proof. And it is 
equally true of immaterial ſubſtance, that it 


cannot, as ſuch, think, or has not in it ſelf a 


power of thinking. No created ſubſtance can 
think, till God doth ſuperadd to it a power of 
thinking. So that when he ſaith, as our firſt 
Idea of Matter includes in it a paſſive Nature, it 
includes alſo an utter Incapacity of Thought, we 
are to underſtand by theſe laſt words, only an 
abſence of the power of thinking: But if he 
means, that irs being of a paſſive Nature 
renders it ſuch, that it 1s impoſſible for God 
to diſpoſe and order any parcels of it fo, that. 
he can ſuperadd a power of thinking to them, 


what he affirms, is not proved; but is impoſ- 


able to be prov'd, without proving that God 
e 755 can 
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154 A Diſcourſs conterning the 
cannot ſuperadd a power of thinking to any 
created ſubſtance. For created immaterial ſub- 
ſtance is in it ſelf of as paſſive a Nature, as 
matter is ; that is, It cannot exert any Operation, 
nor anꝝ way poſſibly modify it ſelf. Therefore, 
Mr. Broughton ſays right, when he ſaith, We 
both move and reaſon from our ſelves, which 
neceſſarily infers the power of motion within our 
ſelves ; wheveas he would have been Egregi- 
ouſly out, if he had faid, Which infers ne- 
ceſſarily immaterial ſubſtance within our Bo- 
dies. For immaterial ſubſtance united to our 
Bodies, without a ſuperadded power of mo. 
tion, would leave our Bodies as perfectly paſ- 
ſive, as they were without it, and be as per- 
fectly paſſive as they are. Now, if the power 
of ſpontaneous motion is abſolutely incon- 
ſiſtent with matter, becauſe matter is in it ſelt 
of a paſſive nature, as Mr, Broughtou faith, 
then it muſt be abſolutely inconſiſtent with 
created immaterial ſubſtance, becauſe that is in 
it ſelf of a paſlive nature. What Ends are 

| likeHeſt ro be ferved, and what kind of People 
are moſt likely to be gratified by ſuch Argu- 
meats, when obtruded for Demonſtration, 
may be fit to be conſidered by thoſe who 

broach and maintain them. 


Mr. Broughton's Eighth Section wears this 
Title, That Cygitation cannot be ſuperadded to 
Natter. In this Section, it is, that he hath 
furniſned the Atheiſt with ſomething to ſay 
in anſwer to that Chapter in Mr. Locke's Eſſih, 
where the Exiſtence of God and his Immatc- 
| riality 
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riality are demonſtratively proved. That 
part of the Section I have taken ſome notice 
of already, and will therefore now paſs it 
over without ſay ing any thing to it. Mr. Locke 
having ſaid, that we cannot by the Contemplation 
of our own Ideas of Matter and Thinking, diſcover 
whether Omnipotency has not given to ſome Syſtems 
of Matter fitly- diſpoſed, a power to Percerve and 
Think. Mr. Broughton tells us, the ſenſe of it be 
takes to conſiſt in one of theſe two things, 1. That 
Thought may be owe of the many to us unknown Pro- 
perties, which Omnipotence bas beſtowed upon Mat- 
ter, Or, 2. That there may be in Matter a capa- 
ety of Thought, when ever it pleaſes Omnipotence 
to confer it; tho" it does not lye within the compaſs 
of our Apprebenſion. This Account is very ob- 
ſcure, and needs Explanation ; tho* I think 
what he calls the Objection, is clear and intelli- 
gible enough. Mr. Broughton's firſt thing, is 
delivered ig ſuch a manner, I ſhould have been 
very uncertain in what ſenſe to underſtand it, 
if he had not been pleas'd to explain it himſelf : 
And ſeeing he hath done it, it is very fit we 

ould take it according to his meaning ; which 
Is, that all Matter as ſuth doth actually T bink, p. 57. 
| cannot conceive how it could come into his 
head, to put ſuch a Conſtruction on Mr. Locke's 
vords. But he owns that was not Mr. Locke's 
ſenſe, but the ſecond thing (he ſaith) is doubtleſs 
„e ſenſe of ur. Locke and others, p. 58. only 
e pretends to have mended the wording of it, 
putting in the words, Capacity of Thought in 
latter, inſtead, I ſuppoſe, of ſome Syſtems 
Matter fitly diſpoſed. But what he means 
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156 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
by Capacity, needs Explaining ; And the juſt 
importance of his ſecond Thing, will, without 
that, I doubt, be ſcarce Intelligible. My own 
Thoughts I will expreſs to you briefly, con- 
cerning Matter, its Powers and Capacity: 50 
that I think a very little will afterwards need 
to be ſaid, to what Mr. Broughton writes on 
this Subject, viz. That the Power of Thinking 
Cannot be ſuperadded by Omnipotency to any Syſtem 
of Matter, in what manner ſoever diſpoſed, Mat- 
ter, conſidered as matter, hath no other pro- 
perty, but that which makes ſubſtance. to be Mheren 
matter. By the word Matter, we deſign to | 
ſignify only ſubſtance with that property, 
which we conceive makes ſubſtance matter, 
E. G. Solidity. By matter then, we mean erties 
ſolid ſubſtance : Yet there are not any ſyſtem: 
of ſolid ſubſtance, or matter, but what hay: 
ſome other properties, than ſolidity ; which |Wance 
take to be the property that makes ſubſtance Mhe Pro 
matter, or that wherein the Eſſence of matter Here is 
conſiſts. Theſe other Properties, whatever it. 
they be, do not belong to thoſe ſyſtems, meer-Wibſtan 
ly as they are matter, but are ſuperadded ti be of 
thoſe ſyſtems of matter, or of ſolid ſubſtance Mhich b 
| Theſe Properties are not the ſame with ſolid lid: 
ty ; they are not contained in the Eſſence e $yb 
matter, but are perfectly different Propertie;Mrtve 0 
and do every one afford as juſt ground to de Mtitle it 
nominate the ſubſtance from it, as ſolidii reafy, 
doth, to denominate it from it. We evident rties n 
ly perceive that it is not the pleaſure of Gent o 
that all ſyſtems of matter ſhall have all te ded to 
fame properties; But that it is his pours ö ing o 
: vpe 


Ininziteriality of the Soul: 15 
ſuperadd Powers or Properties to ſyſtems of 
Matter, according as they are differently mo- 


n Wified and diſpoſed. He does not ſuperadd 
- Wroperties indifferently to ſyſtems of Matter, 


ot in ſome proportion to their being fitted 
or thoſe he will confer on them. So that cer- 


n Wain ſyſtems of Matter modified or diſpoſed; 
 Witer certain ways or manners, to us perfectly 
m Wnknown, do thereby become, through the 


t- Wppointment and pleaſure of God, capable of 
0 Wertain Powers or Properties which God doth 
be hereupon ſuperadd to them, and which he 
to Woth not (at leaſt ordinarily) ſuperadd to 


, Wy ſyſtems of Matter which are not ſo modi- 
er, ed and diſpoſed. Theſe are Powers or Pro- 


erties not contained in the Eſſence of Matter, 
or doth the preſence of them deſtroy, or 
ike away the Eſſence of Matter from the ſub- 
ance in which they likewiſe are. They are 
e Properties of the {ſame ſubſtance, in which 
ere is Solidity, and are as much ſuperadded 
d it, as Solidity is: They do not make the 


eel-WWibſtance, by their being ſuperadded to it, to 
1 0 be ſolid, nor intitle it to the Name, Matter, 
nce Which belongs to it only by reaſon of its being 
lid lid: Nor does the ſuperadding Solidity to 
e de Subſtance, make it what it is, purely by 
116 reve of other ſuperadded Properties, or 
de Mtitle it to the Names which may belong to it, 


| reaſon of their being in it. They are Pra- 


ent one from another; Properties ſuper- 
ted to the very ſame Subſtance, without E- 
ting one another, or Quarreling fone with 

| another; 


rties not contradictory, but very widely dif- | 
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ſyſtems of Matter have not. Theſe Powers 
do not neceſſarily reſult from Matter's being in 


ſyſtems: of Matter, are as really diſtin fro 


another; They continue quietly, diſtinct Pro- 
perties of one and tne ſame Subſtance. Theſe 
Syſtems continue to be Matter, as ſolid a; 
ever, yet they have Properties which do not 
belong to Matter, as Matter, and which all 


a certain manner modified, excluſively of the 
good Pleaſure and Ordination of God, but 2 
it is his pleaſure to ſuperadd them to ſyſtem 
of Matter in ſuch or fuch a way modified, ra 
ther than to other ſyſtems of Matter modihed 
after another manner; and to which. he alf 
ſuperadds orher Properties, as he ſees fit. Thu 
a ſyſtem of Matter in a certain way modified, 
may be ſaid to be capable of a Property whid 
it was not capable of, conſidered barely a 
Matter, or before it was ſo modified, or be. 
fore it was fitted according to the pleaſure d 
God, to have a certain Property ſuperadded tc 
it. Which Property may be ſo far from being 
contained in the Eſſence of Matter, it maj 
very much excel that Property which make 
Subſtance to be Matter. Thoſe Propertic; 
which are evidently ſuperadded to certall 


Solidity or Extenſion, as Thought is. But vt 
neither knowing what Subſtance is, nor bein 
able to penetrate: the unrevealed Counſels d 
the Almighty, cannot arrive at a certain 
whether Omnipotency has given to ſome i 


ſtems of Matter fitly diſpoſed, a power : Bu 
perceive and think. 7 1 $i; Fopert 
11717 Eine. Th ly dit 


7 

Ur. Bugs, Fl God e cannia ſuperadd Co- 
gitatiam and Solidity, or Extenſzon to the ſame Sub- 
ſtance, becanſe it appears to him * leſs than a Con- 
tradiction that it ſhould be done. This is the rea- 
ſon why he aſſerts that God cannot do it: And 
it is a good reaſon why he may aſſert, that it 
appears to him that God cannot do it. But 
chat may appear to ſome no leſs than a Contra- 
dition, which is not in truth a Contradiction, 
nor any thing like it. But (ſaith he) ſo long 
6 our Idea of Phyſical Extenſion,” and of C 1 
jon, continues the ſame, they muſt remain Proper- 
ies mmonſ5 tent in the ſame Subſtance, for the Rea- 
ms alledged, Sect. 6. and 7. p. 59, 60. when he 
tall be pleas d to diſcover what Ideas he de- 
gas thoſe words ſhould fignify, it will appear 


hoſe Ideas which are commonly ſignified by 
hoſe words, are very far from being contra- 
ictory : Aud as for the Reaſons alledg'd in 
ee. 6. and 7. they have been already conſide- 
ed. But in Bar to this Aſſertion (faith Mr. 


rant of many Properties of Matter; one 97 


apacity of it And then he attempts a formal 
lnſwer, by diſcourſing of Induction and Incon- 
ſtency, p. Go, &'c. whereas he miſtakes the 
dint clearly. Every Man may eaſily know 
ar Matter, as Matter, has but one Proper- 
But we cannot know how many different 
roperties God can add to ſyſtems of Matter 
' Gſpoſed- for them, And whether the 
* M2 Power 


rhether they be contradictory or not; but 


Froughton ) it is pleaded, That we are doubtleſs g- 
ich may be l actual Thought, or at leaſt a 
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360 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
Power of Thinking may be one, that he cn fen 
ſuperadd to ſome ſyſtems of Matter, we can-W pf 
not know; But Mr. Locke doth not ſay, one f MW for 
them may be either actual Thought, or at leaſt ; 
Capacity of it. I cannot ſee any thing in what 
he calls his Anſwer, that is pertinent to what 
I have propos'd; - eſpecially if it be remem. 
bred, that Matter continues paſlive in its own 
Nature, at the very time when it acts by ver. 
tue of a power of Action ſuperadded to it, 
But what way he has to know whether Ideas 
are Inconſiſtent and Contradictory, and which 
makes him aſſert thoſe to be ContradiQory, 
which others cannot perceive to be ſo, I canndt 
imagine; only l ſuppoſe it is not that common 
one of Conſidering and Comparing them; for 
if it was, it is ſomething wonderful to me, 
that when he was diſcourſing of the Inconſiſ. 
ency of Properties, he ſhould declare he judzr 
Mr. Locke had forgot the more common obvic 
way, when be ſaid, It was impoſſible for us, by f 
Contemplation: of our own Ideas, to diſcover, & 
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P- 62. Ye 
(cd u NG 43 Wand t 
\ It is agreed that Thought is not included i yet i 
q the Eſſence of Matter. But when we come ( fait Pom] 
- Mr. Broughton ) #6 conſider and compare our Idi cutio 
[ of Tuougbt, in ſome cf its Eſſential Propert/"ff ſever; 
# with our Idea of Matter, then, I think, we han Locke. 
if ſomething more to ſay, viz. That neither is it, M YR; 
N eim it be included in the Eſſence of Matter, p. 6 Thi 
if 64: Moſt prodigious Diſcovery ! And J ) 
"| without ſo much ado, A Man might have bee wariet 
| eertain, that what is not included in whe cellenc 
"hit . r en 


_ Immateriality of the Soul. 161 
can Wl ſence of Matter, can never be included in its 
an-W Eſſence. - To confirm, or illuſtrate, or do 
ef WM ſomething to, or for his Diſcovery, he tells a 
very honeſt, harmleſs Story of à real and re- 
markable' difference between firſt and ſecondary Pro- 
perties; And of a Stone rolling down a Hill And 
withal acquaints us, that a Man finding no Activi- 
ty included in the firſk Property of Matter, be con- 
cludes it cannot aſſume Activity in any ſubordinate 
uality, For my part, I know not how to find 
a firſt Property, where there is but one. If I 
find Matter any where, and find more Proper- 
ties than one, I find Matter, and ſomething 
more than Matter, yet that which the Man 
concludes is of no uſe in our buſineſs. He 
ſhould have concluded at leaſt, that Omnipe- 
tence cannot ſuperadd a power of Action, or a 
more excellent Property to it, than that 
which made it Matter. And if he had con- 
cluded ſo, not one ſtep would have been ad- 
vanced towards the diſcovering of truth. 


Yet it ſeems to be a very fortunate Thought; 
and tho' a Man might eaſily have light on it, 
led i yet it deſerved to be introduc'd with ſome 
( (al Pomp, for a great deal of Work, much Exe- 
r 16:49 cution may be done with it. It is of uſe for 
erte ſeveral great Purpoſes : It will anſwer Mr. 
e b Locke, and it will enlighten Mr. Newton. 


This Conſideration anſwers ( ſaith Mr. Brough- 
ton) all that be, viz. Mr. Locke, objelis from the 
variety of Qualities found in Matter, and the Ex- 
fellency © of Jome above others, as of Vegetation 


M 3 above 
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above bare Motion; for theſe are all recontilable to 
its firſt Property, and ſo may have a dependance 
upon it, tho we 2 not the 3 de. 
pend, p. 65. I will not enquire what we are 6 
underſtand by Reconcilable to its firſt Pro. 2 
perty, and having a dependance upon it; for 
theſe are not che things we are concern'd about. 
The Conſideration he ſpeaks of, is this, That 
Thought neither is, nor can be included in the Eſ. 
ſence of Malter, i. e. in that Property which 
makes Subſtance Matter, therefore God cannot 
ſuperadd it to any material Syſtem; for it is a Con. 
radiction, that a Property which neither is, nor can 
be included in the Efſence of Matter, ſhould be ſu- 
peradded to a material Syſkem; Mr. Locke takes 
notice of ſeveral Properties, as Motion, Vege- 
tation, Cc. which are not included” in the Eſ- 
ſence of Matter, nor camot be included in the 
Eſſence of Matter, and are ſuperadded to ma. 
terial Syſtems, which tilt continue Matter. 
Now the difficulty to me, is, how his Conſide- 
ration doth anſwer what Mr. Locke hath 
objected? How does finding iat Thought 
neither is, nor can be included ie Eſſence of 
Matter, anſwer what Mr. Locke hath objeQed ! 
It cannot anſwer what he bath ſaid, unleſs it 
prove, either that Motion, Vegetation, ©, 
are included in the Eſſence of Matter, i. e. that 
they are nothing but Solidity or Extenſion, of 
that God neither has, nor can ſuperadd them 
to material Syſtems : And I cannot conceive 
how ir ſhould prove either of thoſe Points, 
But let that be as it will, he ſeems pretty ſure 
that be hath grongd to aceuſe Mr. ar of 
$64: | | eing 
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being z little unfair in ſomething that he has writ 
on this occaſion. But when he proceeds to inſtance 
in Brutes, and then adds, f one venture to go one 
ſtep fartber, and ſay God may give to Matter, 
Thought, Reaſon, and Folition, at well as Senſe, 
and ſpontaneous: Motion, there are Men ready to 
limit the Power of the Omnipotent Creator; be is a 
little unfair; for theſe Men deny Senſe and ſpon- 
taneous Motion, as well as Thought, Reaſon, and 
Volition to Matter And therefore, inſtead of 
bearkning to bis Complaint, of being ſtopt here, I 
muſt complain that be has gone a ſtep too far, p. 65. 
The words he finds fault with, and which he 
improves into an occaſion to charge Mr. Locke 
with being a little unfair, and to complain 
that he hath gone a ſtep too far, are taken'out 
of the 397. p. of Mr. Lckes Reply to the Bi- 
ſhop of Worceſter's Anſwer to his 2d. Letter. 
Now, in anſwer to all he hath ſaid on this oc- 
er. calion, I will tranſcribe part of the 406. p. of 
de- the ſame Reply, And leave you to judge whe- 
ath W ther Mr. Broughton had any ground either for 
-ht his Accuſation, or Complaint, and whether he 
of has not been more than a little unfair in this 
d? WW matter. Mr. Locke's words in the p. men- 
it tioned, are, Though to me Senſation be compre- 
7c, ¶ bended under Thinking in general, Yet in the fore- 
hat gong Diſcourſe, I have ſpoken of ſenſe in Brutes, 

as aiſtin from Thinking Becauſe your Lordibip, 
em I remember, ſpeals of ſenſe in Brutes. But 
ive Wl bere 7 take liberty to obſerve, That if your Lord- 
ts. hip allows Brutes to have Seuſat ion, it will follow 
ure either that God can, aud doth give to ſome parcels 
ef of Matter, a Power of Perception and Tiiiking , 
ing M4 | or 


\ 
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pr: that all Animals bave Immaterial, and tconſe- G1 
quently, according to your Lordſhip, Immortal th 
douls, 'as nell as Men? And to ſay: that Fleas, Ct 
aud Mites, Q's. have Immortal Souls at well as It 
Men, will poſi be look'd an as going a great way WI 
to ſerve. an 1 16; and it would not very well a 
vit 
ine 
Lo 
Al 
fec 


agree with what your. Lordſhip ſays, 2. Anſw. 
P. 64. to tle wards of Solomon Mon ous of 
Fecleſ. C. 3. 


But to return to his former Conſideration, 

which he tells us, will anſwer what be objefts 
from Mr. Newton concerning Gravitation. But [35 
how does it anſwer in this Caſe? Why, uſt as an 
before. Mr. Broughton would chooſe, in the 041 
puſineſs of Gravitation, to have recourſe to an look 
Immaterial, (1 ſuppoſe. be means) Created Im- fore 
material Principle, or elſe what he ſuggeſts is M af 
to no purpoſe, and altogether groundleſs. W wy 
Thus Gravitation is owing to an Immaterial Prin- bow 
ciple in all Matter, in the viſible World at leaſt ; MW can 
and the Union of the parts of Matter muſt be ¶ our 
Effected alſo by an Immater tal - Subſtance, in but 
every part of Matter in the whole World; N 5 
And yet with Mr, Broughton, Immaterial Gub- etc] 
ſtance is the {ſame with Thinking Subſtance : IW bejo; 
SO that. for ovght | fee, by his Scheme and Hy- it v 
theſis, there is no Material Being in the uri. 
whole World, but what is a Thinking Being, IM cou! 
or has an Immaterial or Thinking Subſtance pov 
vnited to it. But if this Notion will not take, I kow 
his Conſideration helps him to a ready An- ing 
ſwer, viz. That Gravitation does not come up e len 
Senſe Or if Matter bath this Power, viz. ＋ And 
Ca- 


cluded 1 in the Eſſence 
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Gravitation, given it, it bas. not in that, receiv d 
the gene of 7 Thought, p. 66, Well mot! of a 
Certainty. Can any thing be truer than this? 
It is very true, but not to the pur poſe: For 
what is this, to prov ng that Gravitation is in- 

Matter ? For if Gra- 
vitation is ſuperadded to Matter, and is not 
included in the Eſſence of Matter, what Mr. 
Locle produc'd it for, is fully Eſtabliſh'd by it, 


And Mr. ns 8 Conſideration does not af 7 
Fett it at all. | 


z 


ils p. 67. a 68. Mr. Broughton ſays, that 
m Elaborate Anſwer to this ObjeFion, That we 
cannot concetve the manner bow Matter thinks, 
looks to him like an Elaborate piece of Trifling, be- 
fore we are ſatisfy'd that it can be done. And he 
affirms, that it is not only above, but contrary to 
cur Conceptions, that we not only y cannot conceive 
bow it fhould think, but that we do conceive that it 
— think, We find inſugerable Objections in 
„ not only againſt the manner of the thing, 

we cpa the hin it ſelf, and the bare poſſibility 
of it ; and theſe amounting to a Demonſtration, 
fetch d from ſuch Properties as we know inſeparably 
belong unto Matter. It was objected, or atleaſt, 
it was a prejudice ſuggeſted before Mr. Locke 
writ- what is referrd to here, that Matter 
could not poſſibly be made to think, or have a 
power of thinking, becauſe we cannot conceive 
bow it ſhould think: And Mr. Locke in anſwer- 
ing that Objection, hath done it ſo fully, that 
Men may very well be aſnam'd to inſiſt on it. 
And in anſwering of ir, he hath moſt clearly 
proved 


g 


proved: that there are Properties and Power: 
ſuperadded to ſyſtems of Matter which are 
not contamed, are not included in the Eſſence 
of Matter 3 Perfecbiont, Powtrs,” and Qualities, 
which hade | no: natural, or viſibly neceſſary Con- 


nexion with Solidity and but are Much 
more noble and excellent than the Property which 


makes Subſt ance Matter.  Whereby he hath for 
ever confured, and manifeſted the Abſurdity 
of that mighty reputed} Argument, that Mat- 
ter cannot poſlibly be made to think, becauſe 
Thought is not, nor cannot be included in the 
Eſſence of Matter ; And which, together with W fir: 
the want of à third Idea to couple Thought MW tha 
and Extenſion, and unite them to the ſame Sub- not 
ſtance, are all the Reaſons Mr. Broughton hath I fter 
alledged, why he and others can conceive that ¶ ſtic 
Matter cannot think. As to the Demonſtra- 
tion he talks of, it being, by his own Confeſſi- 
on, fetch'd from Properties inſeparably be- 
longing to Matter, it can reach no further, 
than that Matter, as ſuch, cannot think; For 
they do not prove that Thought, and Extenſion 
are Contradictions. But, perhaps Mr. Brough- 
ton would have had Mr. Locke to have prov'd, 
that God can ſuperadd a power of Thinking to 
fome ſyſtems of Matter: Tho' he had no rea- 
fon to expect chat from him, he having de- 
clared that there is no demonſtrative Proof ei- 
ther that he can, or that he cannot ſuperadd a 
power of Thinking to ſome ſyſtems of Matter 
ftiy diſpoſed. In this, I conceive Mr. Locke 15 
perfectly in the right; And 1 am inclin'd to 
think, that all Men will conceive ſo too, * 
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ſnall impartially conſider, that we cannot — 
ſibly know God's undiſcovered Pleaſure, 

comprehend how far his Power can extend, 
nor be certain of the. Capacity of Subſtance, 
which is an unknown Nature, The moſt which 
has been demonſtrated by thoſe who have un- 
dertaken to prove, that God cannot ſuperadd a 


y diſpoſed, is, That their Intellects are not 
ſo —— as they have fanſied, and 
ſe MW would fain have others believe they are: For 
\c let them talk as much as they pleaſe of Demon- 
ch firation from the Properties of Matter, and 
it that therefore they can conceive, that God can- 
not ſyperadd a power of Thinking to any ſy- 
ſtems of Matter, it amounts juſt to a Fanta- 
ſtick advancing themſelves above the unayoid- 
able weakneſs and imperfection of Humane Un- 
derſtanding. It is impoſſible Men ſhould any 
more conceive it Demonſtratively true, that 
God cannot, than that he can ſuperadd a pow- 
er of Thinking to ſome Material Syſtems ; 
whilſt the Particulars abovementioned, which 
obſtru& our attaining to Demonſtrative Cer- 
tainty, do ſo unconceivably ſurmount the ut- 
moſt Extent of our Underſtandings. 


But ( faith Mr. Broughton ) bere is the Point; 
We ate conſcious of our Ti Pinking, and bave all the 
reaſon in the World to believe that many other Be- 
ings are endued with the ſame Faculty: And bence, 
that is, from what we do perceive and know of 
Ibong bt, we collect, that it belongs to a Subject 
uniform, and ſelf-attive in its Nature; which # 


ſuff- 


_ of Thinking to ſome ſyſtems of Matter 
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163 1 Diſcourſe conerning. the 
Sufficient to ſatisfy us that ſuch a Being can think, or 


is capable of Thought, p. 68. From our being 


conſcious of our thinking, and from what we 
perceive and know of Thought, we may de- 
monſtratively collect, that there is a Subſtance 
to which the power of Thinking is ſuperadd- 
ed. But this will not ſerve Mr. Broughton's 
turn; He therefore will collect more from the 
Premiſes, vix. That Thought belongs to 4 Subjelt 
uniform and ſeiſ-active in its Nature, What he 
means by theſe laſt words, he does not inform 
us; but oppoſing. them to Matter, we muſt 
conceive he means Created Immaterial Sub- 
ſtance; tho' he has not proved that pure Im- 
material Subſtance is Created. But ſuppoſing 
it to Exiſt, Created Immaterial Subſtance is no 
more ſelf- active in its Nature, than Material 
Subſtance is: Neither the one, nor the other, 
has any ſuch Power, originally or inherently 
in it ſelf; and therefore, as from our perceiy- 
ing Thought in our ſelves, we cannot certainly 
conclude whether the Subſtance, the power of 
Thinking is ſuperadded to, is Material, or Im- 
material: So our collecting of our own accord, 
that the Subject it belongs to, is ſelfadtive, can- 
not, according to Mr, Brougbton's Notions, ſa- 
tisfy us, that ſuch a Being can think, or rather ib 
capable of thought. For if "ſelf-aQtivity, - con- 
ſidered as a power, diſtin& from the power of 
thinking, as here he ſeems to make it, muſt firſt 
be ſuperadded to Immaterial Subſtance, how 
can we be ſure, that that power will not fill vp 
the whole Capacity of Immaterial Subſtance 
Or how will yau find out a third Idea to * 

AG | 93 this 
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this Property, and a Power of Thinking in the 
ſame Subſtance? Here, at beſt; he makes a 
Subſtance which hath a ſelf-a&tive Property ſu- 

peradded to it, neceſſary to ſupport Thought; 
Self- activity muſt be ſuperadded to Immateri 

Subſtance, to make it a Foundation to bear 
Thought; Yet, p. 71. he faith, ſpontaneous or 
ſelf-motion in a Body muſt be ſuch, that it. can 
move or reſt of it ſelf ; but this power is a Will, 
properly ſo called; and that Will is a mode of Think- 
ing: Therefore if the Almighty has given it ſelf 

Motion, he has firſt in the Order of Nature, given 

it Thought, as the only Foundation to bear it. In 
tze one place, the Subject muſt firſt in the Or- 
o | &r of Nature, have Self- activity, as the only 
0 Foundation to bear Thought: In the other 
place, the Subject muſt firſt in the Order of 
r Nature, have Thought given it, as the only 
ly Foundation to bear Self- activity. This, I ac- 
v. knowledge, would look very unhandſom in a 
ly MW ftaid and compoſed Writer: But when a 
of Man's thoughts are ſhatter'd, and he becomes 
n. big with a conceit that he continually ſees Re- 
rd pugnancy, Inconſiſtency, Abſurdity, and Con- 
in. tradiction in what he oppoſes, there is nothing 
more natural, than for him to fall into the 
groſſeſt Contradictions that can be; And to 
advance Notions, to which all the Ill- ſounding 
Epithets he would faſten on what others have 
fad, do moſt properly belong. 


In the laſt place, Mr. Broughton comes ta An- 
{wer a Queltion propos d and explain'd by 
Mr. Locke, Lett, 3d. P. 402, 493. viz. Why. 


EY On. 
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Omnipotency cannot give to either of theſe Subſt an 
es, ( viz. Immaterial, and — A which 
are equally in 4 State of perfeli Inactivity, the ſame 

power that it —_—— other? To this, he 
Aich he hath ſeveral things to offer. As, 
1. Let it be conſidered that God bas not Created al 
Natures or Subſtances ſo, 2 to he Joſe ceptible of all 
manner of Properties. The | Queſtion is ſet 
down before, and the Anſwer is ad joyned; 
And whether the Anſwer does not very well 
become an Accompliſh'd Philoſopher, 1 leaye 
you to judge. What would he have ſaid, if 
he had been put to prove that God had Crea- 
ted pure Immaterial Subſtance ? He hath ſo 
Expreſs'd himſelf, as might occaſion ſome to 
think, it is his Opinion that there are Com- 
municable Properties, which neither Material, 
nor Immaterial Subſtance is ſuſceptible of : 
But what he adds, looks as if he defign'd it 
for a Reaſon of What he had ſaid. If be bas, 
all ol reaſoning from the nature of the thing, is at 
an end. By the Nature of the thing, we muſt 
here underſtand its Subſtance, or what be faith, 
can have no relation to what goes before. For- 
merly, we were to argue from the nature of 
the Accident, to the nature of the Subſtance, 
and to know the nature of the Subſtance, by 
that of the Accident; Now we mult reaſon 
from the Subſtance,” to I know not what, Muſt 
it not be a very inſtructive and convincing way, 
to Reaſon from an unknown Nature, as Sub- 
ſtance is acknowledg'd to be, and an unknown 
Nature devoid of all Properties; and ſuch 


is un Subſtance, conſiderd as Im uy 
ter la 
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terial? And (ſaith be) nde we can property 
Reaſon no otherwiſe, the old Prixciple 3s Eſtabliſbed, 
That God may baue decejved s. I can name you 

a Gentleman, who likes an Argument the bet- 

ter for its being old: If he likes Principles the 
better for their being of old Date, it is to be 
Leared be would Except, That, ſo lately dig- 
- I] nißed with that Character. If Men will pre- 
2 
| 


tend to reaſon from they. do not know whar, 
and affirm we cannot properly reaſon other. 
e I viſe, they will unavoidably deceive them- 
if ſelves; But it will be Impious, when they 
. have put a Cheat upon themſelves, to ſay God 
- nas deceived them. It ſurmounts my Under- 
o ſtanding, to conceive how. theſe laſt words, 


\. Jor indeed any of thoſe before them, can be 
1 | brought in with any pertinency, with any Co- 
7 


-? berence, as an anſwer to the Queſtion that 
it vas under Conſderation. Mr. Broughton goes 
„ on in theſe words, But as ſure at our Faculties are 
5 true, and as ſure as our Creator bas imparted va- 
aſt riouſly diff ering Natures to bis C reatures, ſo ſure 
ch. , that he has tic himſelf to that Rule in con- 
rig Properties upon them ; that 4, bas confer- 
— red ſuch, and only ſuch as are ſuitable to their re- 


8 ſpective Natures, p. 70. Here I may take no- 
by tice, 1. That from the truth of our Faculties, 


ſon Auen regularly employed about their proper 


jut I Odjects, we cannot in reaſon conclude the truth 
47 of our Notions, and Suppoſitions, and Affir- 


ud. mations, about things that are out of their 


en Nieach. 2. That it is very rational on ſuch an 

uach Nocgaſion as this, to ask Whether it is demon +: 
„ (Cratively re, that our Creator has impartecd 
8 Yatiouſly 
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4. That no Proof is produc'd that God has 


his Creatures, to confer ſuch, and only ſuch, 


that God hath tied himſelf to confer only ſuch 


which Mr. Broughton does not approve of, but 


I" 


erning the 

Vario differing © Subſtances to his Creatures ay 
3. That there is ground enough to Enquire i; 
whether Material, and Immaterial Subſtances, ce 
are variouſly differing Subſtances? And if Uni 
theſe are only differing Subſtances, what other ple 
differing Subſtances our Creator has imparted Cre 
to his Creatures, to make up the varioufſy hie 
differing Subſtances, Mr. Broughton is ſo ſure Wy; 
our Creator has imparted to his Creatures? 44 


tied himſelf, in conferring Properties upon 


as Mr. Broughton ſhall conceive ſuitable to the 
Subſtances he ſhall be pleaſed reſpectively to 
aſſign them. Perhaps you will ſay, theſe are 


not Mr. Broughton's words. Very true: But | Weeive 


have faithfully delivered his words before, Nocke 
And I am not now concern'd about his words, Naaid 
but his ſenſe. Can you think his meaning was, 


Properties, as he himſelf ſhall judge ſuitable 
to the Subſtance ? When he expreſly declares, Wb: : 
we cannot properly Reaſon otherwiſe, than 
from the Subſtance of the thing? And not- {Warc-, 
withſtanding you have ſuch abundant Evidence, iter, 


that if God ſhovld think fit to ſuperadd a po-’ t lib 


perty to a ſyſtem of Matter fitly diſpoſed, Miance 


thinks not ſuitable to Material Subſtance, be 

will ſtrait: Demonſtrate that God cannot do i- 

becauſe he can conceive that he cannot do it Wir, z. 

and he will give it under his Hand, that there BW: 

is a Repugnancy, and Ineonſiſtency in it; tho' Bp: cen 

it is a Contradiction: And that for en, to Wc 177 
Jugs | a 
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ey he is not certain that God cannot do it; 


© is Abſurd and Miſchievous, has a tendency to 
„ cepticiſm, and ſhall certainly be difgrac'd, as 


if Wunphiloſophical ? It would fatisfy ſome Peo- 


pie, that God in conferring Properties on his 
d Creatures, doth ſuit them to the Ends for 
ly Mwhich he deſigns them. 2dly. But then ( faith 
re ¶ Mr. Broughton) bow do we under(tand that ſuch 
and ſuch Natures, are capable of ſuch, and only 
as ſach Properties? To which he anſwers, Incon- 
Dn WMiſfency, as I ſaid, with ſome known Property in 
b, Nibe Subjeck. is the chief Rule, &c. p. 71. This is 
he hat he had ſaid before, as he here owns ; 
and it having been conſidered already, I ſhall 


t | eive how this ſhould be an Anſwer to Mr. 
re, {Wcke's Queſtion, nor how aay thing in the 
ds, aid Page, or the following Page, can be 
as, thought pertinent in anſwer to his Demand: 


For Spontaneous and Self- motion, tho' the word 


ble Mrhought is not joyned wich them, 7 4 Power 
res, bat 'tis ſuppoſed God can give to an unſolid Sub- 
han bance, but den ed that be can give to a ſolid Sub- 


arce, The Reaſon for the Denial is enquired 


ice, Witer, and he who writ the Anſwer, was left 
„o- liberty to produce what Example or in- 
ſed, tance he pleaſed. His lait Anſwer is, That 
but olidi'y is 4 Reductitious, not a firſt Property of 
„he ody, p. 72. Now, ſuppoſing this was true, 
01", hat is it ro the Queſtion ? But when ( faith 


it; ir. Broughton ) we find every ſolid Suvſtance pry- 


nere cally. extended, and diviſible, and paſſive, then 


tho e clearly conceive, that ſuch a ſolid Subſtance is 
n 10 cle of Thought, p. 7 is Rot this a Very 
{ay, N clear 


ſay no more to it here, only I cannot con- 
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174 A Diſcourſe concerning the 
clear Anſwer to the Demand? We clearly I 
conceive it incapable of Thought. Seeing and In⸗ 
conceiving clearly, (or pretending to do ſo) I or 
without either Light or Reaſon, are of mighty N 
uſe to ſome People, on certain Occaſions. Sub. eit. 
ſtance, conſidered as extended, diviſible, and i bet 
paſſive, does not, cannot Think, but is in 2 Hof 
{tate of perfect Inactivity; but it is not it; g 
being extended, and diviſible, that makes it us; 
1 that makes it to be in a ſtate of per- nar! 
ect Inactivity: For Subſtance, whether it i, our 
or is not extended, and diviſible, is, till a - 
a power of Action be ſuperadded, paſſive, and 1 
in a ſtate of perfect Inactivity. The Queſtion ba. 
is, why Omnipotency cannot give to either o ver 
theſe Subſtances, viz, Extended and diviſible Hea- 
Subſtance, and unextended indiviſible Sub- I fo 
ſtance, which are equally paſſive, equally in Mhath 
ſtate of perfect Inactivity, the ſame powerMof tl 
that it can give to the other? To which it E 
anſwered, e clearly conceive that extended, Book 
mTiſivle, paſſive Subſtance, is incapable of Thoagit WRepl 
Now-f, capable of Thought, do ſignify any thingWis 2: 
more, than that it is in asſtate of perfect In. ubli 
activity, I ſhould be very glad to find the fullmall 
Importance of the Phraſe laid open. And iWcomp 
that be the whole meaning of it, Mr. Brougituln he 
might, with equal light and ſtrength, hay 


anſwered the Queſtion at once, by ſaying tha Sir. 
Omnipotency cannot ſuperadd the power hat 
Thinking to either Material, or ImmateriaWnaini; 
Subltance ; and then have confirmed his Aa, 
{wer by affirming, we clearly conceive thWny R 
both forts of Subſtances are incapable Mart o 


Though; 
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Thought. They are both in a ſtate of perfect 
Inactivity; can neither of them Think, as ſuch, 
or of themſelves, And therefore Omnipoten- 
cy cannot ſuperadd the power of Thinking to 
either. Theſe are not good Reaſonings : It 
behoves us to have more Honourable Thoughts 
of God ; To be contented with, and make 
2 good uſe of the Light he 1s pleaſed to afford 


us; Not to inſult the Divine Perfections, or 


narrow God's Power to the mean Extent of 
our Feeble Conceits. | 


Mr. Broughton declares, 2 73. That he takes 
what he has ſaid, to be a Foundation for a full Au- 


ſwer to all that Mr. Locke has objected upon this 


Head, to the late great Bifhop of Worceſter, 
I fo far differ from him concerning what he 
hath ſaid, that I am perſwaded, if the 6th. 8. 
of the 3d. Chap. of the 4th. Book of Mr. Locke's 
Eſſay, and the whole 1oth. Chap. of the ſame 
Book, And what Mr. Locke hath faid in his 
Reply to the Biſhop of Worcefter's Anſwer to 
his 2d. Letter, from p. 396. to p. 414. were 
Publiſhed together, every one would in that 
mall Volume, find a moſt fatisfatory and 
ompleat Anſwer to every thing Mr. Brong ve 
n hath ſaid on this Subject. 


Sir, I have now gone through both Parts of 
bat I propos d in the beginning. The re- 
aining Sections in the firſt part of the Fſycha. 
Nia, 1 leave as I found them, without making 
ny Remarks op them. And as for the ſecond 
art of the Book, I have not any thing to wa 

| 2 0 


x96 A Diſcourſe concerning the, &c. 
of it; for I have not read it. I never ſaw the 
Book it is writ againſt ; And I have found Au- 
thors ſo unfair, when they have pretended to 
quate the words, and deliver the ſenſe of tho © 


— 


they write againſt, as makes me to lay very 
little ſtreſs on Quotations, Without reading 
calmly what is writ on both ſides in a Contro- 
verſy, a Man will hardly be able to make x 
true Judgment, whether either, or which ſide 
is in the right. When you ſhall be at leiſureto 
read theſe Papers, I expect you will read Mr. 
Broughton's Book; at leaſt, ſo much of it as 
theſe Papers are concern'd with. And if you 
apprehend me miſtaken in any thing, or that! 
have omitted any thing ſaid by Mr. Browghtor 
that is of weight, with relation to the Subjed 
of theſe Papers, Your giving me notice of the 
ſame, will very particularly oblige 


Jour Humble, 


Sept. 10th. 
1703. 


Andwuch obliged Servant, &c. 


REMARKS 


On what My. Norris hath ſaid in his Firſt 
vir. Chapter of the Theory of the iel 
World, p. 2. to Demonſtrate the Immas- 


teriality of the SOUL. 


Sept. 7th. 1704. 
SIR, 


HE firſt Chapter in the ſecond Part of 
Mr. Norriss Eſſay, towards the Theory 
f the Ideal World, is deſigned to prove that 
atter cannot think, or that Matter is utterly 

neapable of T bought ; „ The very Subject about 
vc ich Mr. Broughton beſtowed ſo much pains 
tee firſt Part of his Pſchologia, I did ſome- 

ine the laſt Year, give you an account 6f-the 
leaſons which induced me to think Mr. Brough. 
n had not Eftected what he undertook, . 
ad left his Subject much what in the ſame 
ate and poſture in which he found it. By the 
lowing Papers, you will perceive why J 
ink Mr. Norris has not ſucceeded much bet- 
r, and that the Point ſtill continues Unde- 
ouſtrated. It ſeems a little ſtrange, that 
len of Thought ſhould hunt ſo much about 
I! Probable Evidence, when they cannot but 
N 3 Know 


1978. Remarks on Mr. Norris's 
know the Enquiry is concerning Demonſtra. 


tion, and that nothing leſs than Demonſtra- 0 
tive Proof can be at all to the purpoſe. If Au-. 5 
thors had no other deſign in their Writings W in 
but to Bubble ignorant, unthinking People, ſi 


mould not wonder if they did pleaſe them. 
ſelves with Noiſe, alteration of Terms, and pr 
- proving, things that are foreign to what is in (t 
Queſtion, But that is a thing ſo very ſordid uf 
ſo juſtly ignominious and deteſtable, Men o ple 
Learning, Integrity, and good Character, wii 7. 
be ſure to keep at as great a diſtance from it af 
may be. Were it not for the Commonnelſs of 


the thing, I ſhould be tempted to wonder, ho +1, 
Authors of any lugenuity can prevail with noi 
themſclves, to ſtrive to poſſeſs their Reader 
with wrong Notions of what is laid down h. 
the Writers they profeſs to oppoſe, attributing pe; 
to them in expreſs Terms, what is no where ii ide 
be found in their Books. Mr. Norris has, p. 30 
theſe words, The Author of the Letters ag - 
the Biſhop of Worceſter, is ſo liberal of Theugi pos 
as to beſtom a Capacity of it upon Matter. Which wor 
words, look as if he would have People tf por 
tieve, that Author did athrm, that Matter th;; 
capable of Thougit ; whereas, the moſt. c. 
can be inferr'd from any thing that Author h. U 
publiſhed on the Subject, is, that it cannot „. 
demonſtrated that Matter is not capable ort 
Thought. 1 dare not attrihute the aforen Nox 


tioned words, ro want of diſcernment in Mr. WU men 
Perhaps, when he thall ſerioully reflect on req 
remper of Mind be was in, when he ade (ep 

tur d to publiſn thoſe words, without any R 


e 
p 
10 


o 
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; ſon, and without any Provocation, he will be 


conſcious that he has reaſon to diſlike that Hu- 
mour which has ſo long had the Aſcendant in 
him, and has ſo evidently all. along occaſioned 
in him a Solicitude how to make the Author he 


ſpeaks of, his Adverſary. 


The Arguments Mr. Norris produces to 
prove that Matter, or Extended Subſtance, 
(for with him they are the ſame, wherein (to 
uſe his own Phraſe, p. 43.) we will allow him to 
pleaſe his fancy) is utterly uncapable of 


Thought, are in number, Three, viz. 


. Firſt, That if Matter be capable of Thought, 


then the natural Immortality of the Soul can- 


not poſſibly be proved. 1 


Secondly,” That the Ideas of an Extended 
Being, and of a Thinking Being, are diſtinct 
Ideas. 


Thirdly, That if God ſhould ſuperadd a 
power of Thinking to Matter, the Species 
would thereby be changed; and ſo it would 
not be Matter, but ſomething elſe that would 


think, 


His firſt Argument is to this purpoſe ; Jf 
matter is capable of thought, then the natural Im- 
mortality of the Sou! cannot poſſirly be proved. 
Now, to ſee the full ſtrength of this Argu- 
ment, and of what he ſays 1 it, it will be 
requiſite to underſtand bis Terms in his own 


ſenſe: Therefore | ſhall ſet down what by his 
N 4 own 


\ 


180 Remarks on Mr. Norris's 
boy n account, we are to underſtand, 1. by the 


word Soul. Then 2. What by the word Matter. 
3. What he means by the term Immortal. And 
4. The ſenſe in which we are to underſtand a 
thing is naturally Immortal. 


1. By the term Soul, it is moſt certain, he 
means unextended Subſtance. A principle or ſub- 
ſtance diſtinct from matter, p. 5. If matter can 
think, it is impoſſible to prove we have any ſuch 
thing as a Soul, p. 8. By Soul, it is plain he 
does not mean, a thinking ſubſtance, but a ſub- 
ſtance diſtin from matter. For that we 40 
think, (and therefore have a thinking ſubſtance) 
he ſays, is what we arc inwardly conſcious of to our 
ſelves ;,, what we feel and know by a Sentiment, as 
clear and evident as that of pleaſure and pain, p. x. 
Vet he doth ſuppoſe we do not know that we 
have a Soul; that is, a ſubſtance diſtin from 
matter. And what a ſubſtance diſtinct from 
matter muſt ſignify, will beſt appear by taking 
notice, mh | Ko 


2. Of what Idea the word Zatter ſtands for 
with him, which he declarcs, is That of an Ex- 
tended Being, p. 13. And in the next Page hz 
tells us, this is the general reaſon or eſſence of 
matter. The Diſcourſe being about a Soul, 
which Mr. Norris bath ſaid ſiguifies a ſubſtance 
diſtin& from matter, he ſhould have uſed the 
word Subſtance, inſtead of Being, in this place: 

and therefore I ſhall keep to the word Subſtance 


all along, inſtead of Being, which Mr. Norrs. 


doth frequently uſe, Thus, by Aarter, we 
| | - og are 
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are to underſtand, an extended ſubſtance ; And 
a ſubſtance diſtin from extended ſubſtance, 
muſt be unextended ſubſtance. 


3. The term Immortal, is not uſed by Mr, 


Norris to ſignifie Unperiſhable, and as it is op- 


poſed to Annihilation, but he means by it Vndiſ- 


ſolvable, and uſes it as oppoſed to Corruption. As 


Immortal is taken for Indiſſolvable, and as tis op- 
poſed to Corruption, ſo nothing but what is Imma- 


terial can be Immortal; ſince if Material, it will 


be Diviſible, and ſo Mortal, or Corruptible, p. 9. 
Thus, Mortal, Corruptible, and Diviſible, are 
three words of the very ſame Importance, and 
by Immortal, we are to underſtand Indiviſible. 


4. For any thing to be Immortal in its oõẽ n 


Nature, is to be above the force of any created 
Power to deſtroy it, p. 8. 


This is the account Mr. Norris has given of 
what he means by the ſeveral Terms which 
make up his firſt Argument: So that his Ar- 
gument is really thus, If extended ſubſtance 
be capable of thought, then it cannot poſſibly 
be proved, that unextended ſubſtance cannot 
be divided by the force of any created Power, 
Which ſeems to me, very like ſaying, If ex- 
tended ſubſtance be capable of thought, then 
it cannot poſſibly be proved that nothing can- 
not be deſtroy'd or divided by the force of 
any created power. But ſuppoſing the Exi- 
ſence of unextended ſubſtance, can any thing 
be more evident, than that it cannot be divi- 
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ded by the force of any created Power ** 
extended ſubſtance ſhould be capable o 

thought ? Thought has nothing to do in this 
bufineſs ; for wherever it be lodg'd, unexten- 
ded ſubſtance will be neceſſarily indiſſolvable, 
and indiviſible. Thought does not contribute 
any thing to the Indiviſibility of unextended 
ſubſtance, for it is in it ſelf indiviſible. Tho? 
I do not agree with Mr. Norris in his Opinion, 


that Extenſion makes ſubſtance diviſible, which, 


by the way, fully overturns his Argument, ) 
yet I am very well ſatisfied, that whatſoever 
is diviſible, whatſoever can be divided by the 
force of any created Power, muſt be exten- 
ded. 

The Immateriality, and conſequently natural 
Immortality of the Soul, is plainly impoſſible to le 
proved, f Matter can think ; Tea, that there is 
any ſuch thing as a Soul in us. Theſe are Mr. 
's words, p. 8. And what a ghaſtly Aſpect 
have they, juſt as they lie there! what a ter- 
rible Dinn muſt they make in the Ears of thoſe 
who ſhall hear them, and not know any thing 
of the peculiar meaning he aſligns them. It 
items there are two things Mr. Norris has 2 
mind ſhould be proved, or at leaſt that it 
thonld be poſlible to prove them. And it is 
plainly impollible to prove them, he ſays, it 
matter, it extended ſubſtance can think. What 
then is to be done? In ſhorr, we are therefore 
to canclude, that extended ſubſtance i is utterly 
uncapable of thought: And thus the Point 45 
preſently diſpatchd. Yet we need not be in 


Zach great t halle | ; for the bes thing that is ſaid 
; $0 
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to be impoſſible to be prov'd, taken in its pro- 


r ſenſe, will appear certainly true, if ex- 
tended ſubſtance can think. The firſt thing he 
ſays, is plainly impoſſible to be proved, if 
matter can think; is this, ix. The hnmateri- 
ality, and conſequently natural Immortality of the 
Sonl. Now, the true ſenſe and meaning of 


| theſe words, according to his own account, is 


that unextended ſubſtance is unextended, and 
conſequently indiviſible, or cannot be divided 
by the force of any created Power. And this 
carries ſo much light with it, there is no need to 
conclude extended ſubſtance cannot think, that 
from thence we may borrow a Proof it. 

But if that Point is ſafe enough, had we not 
much better, without any more a-do, deter- 
mine that God cannot add a power of thinking 
to any ſyſtem of matter, in what manner ſo- 
ever diſpos'd, than want a Proof that there i; 
any ſuch thing as a Soul in us? which is the ſe- 
cond thing he fays is plainly impoſſible to be 
proved, if extended ſubſtance can think. Vet, 
if we conſider the true ſenſe and meaning of 
all this, it amounts to no more, than that it 
cannot be proved there is unextended ſub- 
ſtance in us; That is, it is impoſſible to prove 
there is we do not know what, in us; or any 
ſuch thing in us, as we have no Idea of. Now, 
what is the Inconvenience, that we cannot 


prove there is ſomething in us, of which we 


have no Idea? We have an Idea of a thinking 
ſubſtance, and we have the fulleſt Evidence we 
can deſire, that there is a thinking ſubſtance, 
(which is what the word Soul is commonly uſed 
to ſignify) in us. Mr. 


184 Remarks on Mr. Norris? 

Mr. Norris ſays, Indeed, had I but a clear Idea 
of my own Soul, ſuch as I have of Extenſion, 
Numbers, or Figures, I might then, without trou- 
bling my ſelf about Matter, barely by conſulting 


Properties and Modifications it includes, and con- 
ſequently whether Thinking be one of them, p. 7. 
Here Mr. Norris takes it for granted, that he 
has a Soul; that is, unextended Subſtance, and 
| tells ns what he could ſee in it, if he had a 
q clear Idea of it ; whereas if he had ſuch a clear 
Idea as he ſpeaks of, of ſubſtance, tho' exten- 

_ ded, he might with equal truth ſay the ſame 
of it. He would ſee in it all the Properties and 
Modifications included in the clear Idea of 
ſubſtance. For, tho? conſidering it as exten- 
ded, he would find in it an additional Idea, 
not belonging to it barely as ſubſtance; Yet 
the adding of a new Property, not being the 
Excluſion of any of the Properties that belong 
to ſubſtance, as ſubſtance, he would in that 
clear Idea, tee all the Properties, &c. which he 
could fee in the clear Idea he talks of, of un- 
extended ſubſtance, or what he calls his own 
Soul. But further, If he had ſuch an Idea of 
unextended ſubſtance, as he ſpeaks of, he 
might perhaps infer that ir is capable of having 
all manner or kinds of Properties ſuperadded 
to it. But he would not find Extenſion, or 
Thought, or any additional Property included 
in the Idea of pure unextended ſubſtance. 
Again, we have but an obſcure Idea of ſub- 
ſtance at the beſt. When we perceive any 
Property or Affection actually to Exiſt, we 
| have 


that Idea, ſee in one and the ſame View, what 


cu uammtmKaac aw 0 co e, _ 1 maT 


A 


ſubſtance without any property or affection, 
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have an obſcure Idea of ſubſtance that doth 
ſupport it; but of unextended ſubſtance, or 


we have no Idea at all. 

Since unextended ſubſtance cannot be proved 
to be the ſubject of thought, by the Idea of 
unextended ſubſtance, we having no Idea at all 
of it; or becauſe as Mr. N. acknowledges, 
we have not an Idea of it ſo clear as is ſufficient 
for this purpoſe, what way is there, to prove 
there is ſuch a thing as a Soul, as Mr. Norris ſpeaks; 
that is, unextended ſubſtance ? There is but 
one way to prove it, Mr. N. owns, and that is 
by thought. / cannot (faith he) be aſſur'd of 
my having a Soul, but by my thinking, p. 6. And 
again, I cannot know that I bade any ſubſtance in 
me diſtinct from my Body, (he ſhould have writ 
diſtinc from the ſubſtance of my Body) but 
by my thinking, p. 9. But if there be no other 
way to prove the Point, I ſuſpect it will never 
be prov'd. . For tho' thought will prove a ſub- 
ſtance veſted with the power of thinking, 
(which. with ſome ordinary People will paſs 
well enough for a Soul) yet it will not prove 
either the preſence, or abſence of another pro- 
perty in, or from the ſame ſubſtance, and 
therefore cannot prove that the ſubſtance in 
which it is, is unextended. Subſtance, with 
the power of thinking added to it, is thinking 
ſubſtance, whether extended or unextended : 
By Thought, we can know there is thinking 
ſubſtance, or fubſtance which has a power of 
thinking added to it; And that is as much as 
we can know of it, by Thought, When we 

per- 


Complex Being; And whatever is * 
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perceive any diſtin& property or affection, we 
can by it know, there is a ſubſtance that has 


that affection or property added to it; but 
whether that ſubſtance. has, or has not any 


* other property added to it, or how many other 


properties are added to it, we cannot know, 
nor ſo much as gueſs at, by that one Proper- 
r. TS 
But after all; what ſhall we do to prove the 
natural Immortality of the Soul? For Mr. N. 
ſays, the Soul cannot be Immortal; (that is, it is 
impoſſible for us to know or prove that it is Immor- 
tal) unleſs it be Imnmterial. Now, I do not 
know what need we have to concern our ſelves 
about the Immortality of ſenſeleſs, unthink- 
ing, unextended Subſtance; which is the whole 
that the word Soul is uſed for in this Contro- 
verſy, more than about the Immortality of 
ſenſeleſs, unthinking, extended Subſtance. Yet 
it is certain, that if there be ſuch a thing as un- 
extended Subſtance, it 1s Immortal ; that is, 
Undiſſolvable But Mr. Norris's words come 
only to this, That unextended Subſtance can- 
not be Immortal, or Undiſſolvable, unleſs it 
be Unextended. But what is all this talk of 


the Jmmortality, natural Immortality of the Soul, 


to the Immortality of a thinking Subſtance, or 
if you will, ot a thinking Soul? For ſuppoſe 


une xtended Subſtance the ſubject of Thought, 


tho' pure unextended Subſtance be Immortal; 
that is, Undiſſolvable, Vet when the power 


of Thinking is added to it, it is not pute un- 


extended Subſtance, but is a Compound or 
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ded, if not material, or unextended, is as re- 
ally diſſolvable, as what is material or exten- 
ded. If a thinking Being, is, as ſuch, natu- 
rally Immortal, or undiſlolvable, then it will 
be ſo, if the power of thinking ſhould be ad- 
ded to extended ſubſtance, If a thinking Be- 
ing, is not as a thinking Being, naturally Im- 
mortal, or undiſſolvable, then the natural Im- 
mortality of unextended ſubſtance, ſhould the 
power of Thinking be added to it, would not 
make the thinking Being naturally Immortal; 
no more than it would hinder it from being 
then a Complex Being. This is Mr. Norris s 
firſt Argument, to prove extended ſubſtance 
utterly uncapable of thought : But I needed 
not to have ſaid ſo much to it, as I have, be- 
cauſe in the cloſe of his Diſcourſe on this To- 
pick, he does in effect, confeſs it no Demon- 
ſtration of the Point. But he intimates he will 
in the following part of his Diſcourſe, pro- 
duce more direct and convincing Proof of it. 
| will therefore now go to his ſecond Argu- 
ment, which is this, v1z. 


Secondly, That the Ideas of an extended Being, 
and of a thinking Being, are diſtin Ideas. It 
there were nothing elſe to obſtru& my expect- 
ing Demonſtrative Evidence of the Point under 
Conſideration this way, than this, that here 
the whole ſtrength of Mr. Norris's Argument, 
as he manages it, depends on the truth of an 
Hypotheſis that is at molt but probable, and 
cannot poſſibly be demonſtrated ; this would 
make me ſuſpect, that when we are got as far 

| as 
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as this Argument will lead us, we fhall be as 
much 1n the dark as we were at firſt, and not 
one jot more certain that extended ſubſtance is 
utterly uncapable of thought, than at the be- 
ginning, I ſhall not have any occaſion to ſay 
any thing to a great part of what he has thoughr 


fit to publiſh, in treating on this Subject. 
muſt paſs over ſome Paſlages without taking 


notice of them, unleſs I would undertake to 


confute them by his own Hypotheſis, or at- 
tempt a Diſcourſe of the Ideal World ; which 
may paſs for a pretty Conceit, for a Man to 
ſport and divert himſelf with at times. But 
am apt to think it is Mr. Norris's unhappineſs, 
who can think ſo very well in train, to make 
it ſo much of his buſineſs, to be Twurling Mr, 
A . EE | 

Mr. Norris diſcourſes to this Effect, Extenſion 
and Thought are two diftin& Ideas, diſtinct in their 
whole kind; and there fore I can aſſuredly ſay, that 
Extenſion is not Thought. And as theſe are di- 
ſtinF, becauſe the Ideas we have of them are ſo, 
ſo. an extended Being, and a thinking Being, ait 
no leſs diſtinct, becauſe we have as diſtin Ideas ef 
them. An extended Being then, is one thing, and 
a thinking Being is another ;, and therefore as a 
thinking Being is not an extended Being, ſo neither 
is an extended Being a thinking Being And if an 
_ extended Being be not a thinking Being, then is it 
not a plain Conſequence, that an extended Feing 
cannot think ? p. 15,16. This indeed is (faith 
Mr. Norris) a diſpatching Demonſtration, if it 
be one > But we ſhall be the better able to judge of it, 
if we reduce it to Form, and then it will ſtan in thi 
poſture. f 


90 an extended Being be really diſtinct 

a {ed Being 

: im a thinking Being, then an ex- 

* detended Being cannot think; « 

Baut an extended Being is really diſtinli 

from a thinking Being; Fo 

5 Therefore an extended Being cannot 
think. 


All the Queſtion (faith Mr. Norris ) will light 
upon the Minor Fropoſttion, wheth:r an extended 


0 heing be really diſtindt from a thinking Being ? 
eich is pro ued ag ain thus, 

* F the Ideas of an extended Being, and 
mn of à thinking Being are diſtinct, 
K . then an extended Being and a think- 
Mo ing Being are really diſtin. 

__ {1 But the Ideas of theſe things are diſtinct 
fon ; Therefore the things themſelves are ro- 
e al ſo, p. 16, 17. 


"4; Now, afterall the pains Mr. Norris has been 
þ t, to put his Argument into form, his SyIo- 
Jims are not at all to the purpoſe : For that 


* hich was to be enquir'd after, that which 
* ould be proved, is not in either of the Syl- 


deiſms. The Queſtion is not about the di- 
action of Beings : Not whether a thinking 
ing, and an extended Being be diſtinct Be- 


as 4 


Ne gs? The Enquiry is about the diſtinction of 
veins bſtances: Which is not in either of the Syl- 
. giſms. Beings: may be feally diltint, and 


cir Subſtances be of the very ſame kind. The 


1 ; neſtion was, Nhether extended Subſtance be ut- 
* bis ly uncapable of Thought 2 And his Arguments 


duld have been reduced into form thus. 6 
| O 3 
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If the ſubſtance of an extended Be. 
ing be really diſtin& from the wir 
"R ſubſtance of a thinking Being, I man 
then extended Subſtance is utter-W Sub 
ly uncapable of Thought, off the 
But the ſubſtance of an extended that 
Being, is really diſtinct from the. grio 
ſubſtance of a thinking Being; MK mon 
Therefore extended Subſtance is ut- 
terly uncapable of Thought, or 

£1 cannot think, 3 
All the Queſtion now will light upon the Minor 
propoſition, whether the ſubſtance of an ex 
tended Being be really diſtinct from the ſub 
ſtance of a thinking Being? Which, according 

to Mr, Norriss way, muſt be proved thus. 

If the Ideas of the ſubſtance of an 
extended Being, and of the ſub 
ſtance of a thinking Being, be 
really diſtin, then the ſubſtance 
of an extended Being is really dig 
ſtint from the ſubſtance of 
thinking Being. 

But the Ideas of the ſubſtance of a 
extended Being, and of the ſu 
{tance of a thinking Being, at 
really diſtinct ; M 

Therefore the ſubſtance. of an & 
tended Being is really diſtin 

from the ſubſtance of a thinkin} 
Being. N 


Whel 
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Be When Mr. Novs ſhall furniſh the World 
the with two really diſtin& Ideas of Subſtance, it 
ing, may be allowed that one of them is the Idea of 
ter Subſtance, which ſupports Extenſion : And that 


or che other is the Idea of Subſtance which has the 


power of Thinking appropriated to it; And 
cel that he has effectually proved the Minor Propo- 
the ſition of the laſt Argument, and made his De- 
3 monſt ration compleat. But till he ſhall do that, 
be will feem ro me to be very much out, p. 20. 
when he ſays, All the Queſtion will be, whether 
the Ideas of an extended Subſtance, and of 4 
thinking Suhſtance are truly diſtin ; that is, di- 
ind in themſelves, or no? For all the Queſtion 
will be, whether there be two really diſtin 
Ideas of Subſtance ? Whether the Idea of Sub- 


7 
Ut - 


„ Or 
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rding 


of al 


* liſtin&t from the Idea of Subſtance, to which 
> ſu 


he Power of Thinking is added? 7 
We hade no other way ( ſaith Mr, Norris) to 
lage of the real diſtinction of things, than by the 
2 of ,thoſe Ideas we have of them, when 
e think about them, P. 18. Again, ( faith he) 
dome will ſay diverſity of Ideas does not always 
jer diverſity of things. But I ask, does it ſome- 
mes infer it ? If they ſay, No, I ſay we hade then 
poſſible way whereby to judge of the deverſity of 
e thing from another If they ſay, Yes; then they 
mfeſs the Rule rightly ſtated aud qualified to be good. 
nd there is but one Conſideration wanting to ſet it 
wt, and to juſtify the Conſequence from the di- 
rity of Idea, to the diverſity of things, vir. 
vat the Ideas be diſtinct not by Abſtradt ion, or in- 
leguate Conteption, but in themſilves, ana in their 

_— vr 
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ſtance, to which Extenſion is added, is really 
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own abſolute Nature; that is, tbat they be entire pl 
and compleat, not inadaquate Ideas, p. Ib. c. ve 
Here Mr, Norris continues his former miſtake, I - 
ſpeaking of the real diſtindion of Things, of 
when the real diſtinction of Subſtances is the all 
Point that ſhould be proved. Nothing is more me 
clear, than that things may be really diſtin I 4d 
from one another; and we may know them to ani 
be ſo, and yet their ſubſtance may be of the led 
ſame kind. Let ſubſtances be placed in the room ers 
of things, and then any Man may eaſily perceive] Ob 
how true, and how pertinent thoſe Lines are, I ha; 
with reſpe& to what was to be proved. To thi 
infer regularly a diverſity of Subſtances, we the 
muſt. have divers Ideas ct Subſtance : But to of 
talk of inferring diverſity of Subſtances, from 
ihe diverſity of the Ideas we have of Things 
would be extreamly looſe and fulſome. But 
forther, if there be a Creature that agrees 
with, or anſwers to the Idea of an extended 
thinking Being, neither the Idea of an extendec 
Being, nor the Idea of a thinking Being, can 
be an adzquate Idea of that Creature, Now 
if it be ask'd, whether the ſame Subſtance ſup 
ports both thoſe Properties ? Upon its beinp 
anſwered that it is not demonſtratively cer- 
tain that it is, or is not; he who ſhall den 
that, will be oblig'd to demonſtrate either the 
one or the other. And 'tis certain, he will ne 
ver be able to demonſtrate either, by telling 
Story of Ideas by which things are made; anq en, 
chat the Ideas of an extended Being, and of by tl 
thinking Being, are entire and compleat Ideas ¶ can 
For they are neither of them entire and of to 
pled 


* 0 
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tire pleat Ideas of the Creature ſpoken of, bar are 


cc. very inadæquate Ideas of it. 


ke, - Moreover, Ideas do not prove the Exiſtence 
nes. of things: And our Ideas of things which re- 
che ally Exiſt, muſt be judged of by their agree- 
1ore ment with the things themſelves ; They are 
ind © adzquate or inadæquate, as they are a regular 
m to and compleat, or a confus'd and imperfect Col- 


the lection of all the ſimple Ideas, which the pow- 
oom ers or properties of the things can furniſh an 
-eiveſl Obſerver with. But, as was hinted above, we 
are, have no other Idea of the ſubſtance of one 
Toll thing, than we have of the ſubſtance of ano- 
| weſſ ther: Nor can we regularly infer a diverſity 
ut tolffl of ſubſtances, from the diverſity of things, or 
from the diverſity of Ideas we have of them. 
ning One and the ſame ſubſtance (Mr. N. faith.) 
Bui may bave different Modes, or manners of Being in 
Tags Jef, F. 22. He will mightily oblige Man- 
tended kind, if he pleaſe to diſcover what Idea he has 
ended of the Modification of unextended Subſtance. 
„ Cal Mr. Norris, p. 27, 28. has theſe words, 
Now ben I can fo far divide and ſeparate one thing 
de ſup Vom another in my thoughts, as to be able not only to 
being oncezve one of them without concei ving the other, 
y cer but to bave a clear and diſtin Conception of one, as 
| den Exiſting, tho? the other were removed out of being, 
ger thay were ſuppoſed never to have been; I may then 


vill neY conclude this to be a ſure * the Ideas are 


ing Nahſolute and compleat, ſuch as ba ve no dependauce 
e; an en, or Communication with one another, L Here, 
nd of dy the way, I may take notice, that when he 
Ideas ¶ can do ſo as to Subſtance, he will have no cauſe 
d com to complain of wanting a clear ldta of bis own 


peel 
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Soul ; that is, of nnextended Subſtance, and 
may truly apply all he faith in thoſe latter 
times, to his different Ideas of Subſtance. ] 
and conſequently that the things whoſe Ideas they 
are, are of a Kind and Order wholly diſtin, Now, 
this is not the Conſequence, conſidering what 
he undertook to proye, which ſhould be drawn 
from his preceding Diſcourſe. But his words 
ſhould have run thus, And conſequently, that 
the Subſtances of the things whoſe Ideas they 
are, are of a Kind and Order wholly diſtin: 
Which I conceive every one will eaſily perceiye 
has no Conneftion with the Premiſes. He 
goes on in theſe words, There being no further 
Condition wanting to confirm the Conſequence from 
the diſtinction of Ideas, to the diſtinction of things, 
( he. ſhould have ſaid, to the diſtinction of the 
ſubſtances of things) than. the compleatneſs and 
intireueſs of theſe Ideas. We may know that 
things are really diſtin one from another, and 
not know that their Subſtances are of as diffe- 
rent kinds as their Properties and Aﬀe®tions 
are. But as for the things which God has made, 
we muſt fetch our Ideas of them, from the 
things themſelves, and not forge Ideas in our 
Heads, and then determine the Works of God 
mult anſwer to them, becauſe we are willing 


to dignify them with the Character of Idea 


that are in the Divine Mind, and to commend 
our ſelves as People who can ſtare and gaze 
upon the Divine Eſſenſe. 

Men cannot by the meer Exerciſe of their 
own Faculties, arrive at certainty, that God 
has not thought fit to put ſeveral une in- 
* Os By eee © Genen: 
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dependant Properties or Affections, into one 
and the ſame Subſtance. But ſome who are 
wedded to an Hypotheſis, would have a ſeve- 
ral Subſtance for every Property, if Creatures 
were to be formed according to their Model ; 
yet it will not become any to be poſitive, that 
God has produc'd his Creatures, not according 
to his own Counſel, but their Fancies, becauſe 
they are moſt pleas'd with the latter. When 
we have nothing but the ſenſible or evident 
concurrence of more Properties and Powers 
in the ſame Being, to guide our ſelves by, we 
are to acquieſce in this, that there are ſuch 
and ſuch Properties and Powers added to Sub- 
ſtance ; but whether there is only one Sub- 
ſtance to which they are all added, or whe- 
ther there are. more Subſtances, is what tran- 
ſcends our knowledge: And we ought to be 


ſatisfied, notwithſtanding the darkneſs and ob- 


ſcurity in which we are involyed as to that 
matter; and not grow peeviſh, and throw up 
all poſſibility of knowing any thing, becauſe we 
cannot know that the ſubſtances of things are 
of different kinds. 

Mr. Norris argues thus, F I can neither doubt 
of my thinking, nor of iny Being while I think, "tis 
plain { can conceive a thinking Being to be, ( as 


conceiving my ſelf to be both thinking and being) 


and that while I doubt whether there be any juch 
thing as Matter or no. And if I can concei de a think- 
ing Being to be, even while I doubt whether there be any 
ſuch thing as Matter or no, this ſhems that my con- 
ceiving a thinking Being to be, does no way depend 
upon my ſuppoſing the Exiſtence. of Matter; and 

. | O 4 con- 
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2 that I might conceive it as well as J 
do now, tho I ſhould ſuppoſe Matter not to Exiſt ; 
ns indeed it does not, as to me, while I doubt of it, 
p. 29. This does indeed make ſome ſhow, yet 
there is a ſmall Queſtion that does even of 
courſe ariſe z; which being conſidered, will go 
near to manifeſt that it 1s all but Show. The 
thinking Being here ſpoken of, Mr. Norris owns 
is hiwſelf: And the queſtion that ſtarts up, 
and demands a ſolution, is this, Whether that 
Idea of a thinking Being ſpoken of, be an en- 
tire and compleat Idea of Mr. Norris? Thought 
added to Subſtance, makes a thinking Sub. 
ſtance : And a thinking Subſtance may con- 
ceive it ſelf to be both thinking, and ſubſtance, 
without thinking either of extended or unex- 
tended Subſtance '; or, as Mr. Norris ſays, 
whilſt it doubts of the Exiſtence of either, or 
both; that is, whether there 1s any thing but 
thinking Svbſtance that does Exiſt. If Thought 
be added to extended Subſtance, that exten- 
ded Subſtance may conceive it ſelf to be both 
isbitance and thinking, without conceiving it 
ſelf to be extended: Bur tho? its conceiving 3 
thinking Being (that is, it ſelf ) to be, would 
not depend on its ſuppoſing the Exittence of exten- 
ded Subſtance, yet that would by no means 
prove that its conceiving a thinking Being 
(viz. it ſelf) to be, does no way depend on 
the Exiſtence of extended Subſtance, » 

The 1, Mr. Norris ſpeaks of, is himſelf : 
And it is more certain Mr, Norris is an exten- 
ded Subſtance, than that he is unextended Sub- 
ſtance. Now let him doubt as much as he can, 

8 | | Wie * 


"Hdedl WORLD, © 197 
whether there be any ſuch thing as extended 
Subſtance, that will never prove that his con- 
ceiving a thinking Being (vis. himſelf) to be, 
does no way depend on the Exiſtence of exten- 
ded Subſtance. If he doubts whether there is 
any ſuch thing as extended Subſtance, yet he is 
not certain that that thinking Subſtance is not 
extended : And to make his Argument con- 
clude, he muſt be certain there is no ſuch thing 
as extended Subſtance ; for otherwiſe he can- 
not be ſure the thinking Subſtance he ſpeaks of, 
is not extended. His doubting alters not the 
nature or truth of things : Yea, his doubting 
plainly manifeſts, that for ovght he knows, 
that thinking Subſtance may be extended. Ay 
conceiving a thinking Being, does no way depend 
wpon my ſuppoſing the Exiſtence of Matter, p. Ib. 
But that thinking Subſtance may be extended, 
without your ſuppeling it to be ſo, I might con- 
ceive it as well as I do now, tho I ſhould ſuppoſe 
Matter to Exiſt. But if that thinking Subſtance 


be extended, will your conceiving it to be a 
thinking Being, and ſuppoſing extended Sub- 


ſtance not to Exiſt, alter the caſe ? Or will 
that your Idea bean entire, compleat, and adz- 
quate Idea of it? I am fully ſure there is ſuch a 
thinking Being as 1 conceive, even while 1 doubt of 


| the Exiſtence of Matter. Are you fully ſure, 
that thinking Subſtance is not extended? I am 


certain it is a thinking Being, and that which I am 
certain of, can no way depend upon that which I am 
iu doubt of; ſince if it did, it would be as doubtful 


4. the other, p. Ib. Your certainty ariſes from 


your conſciouſneſs of Thought, which * 
uh | e 
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be in ſome Subſtance, but does not determine, 
or make you certain, what kind of Subſtance 
it is in: And that there is not any thing of 
reaſon, any ſtrength in what you ſay, will evi- 
dently appear from this one Conſideration, 
Du., You will be as certain that you are athink- 
ing Being, or that there is ſuch a thinking Be- 
ing as you conceive, tho you doubt as much of 
the Exiſtence of created immaterial Subſtance, 
and ſuppoſe as violently that unextended Sub- 
ſtance is a pure Non Ens. Mr. Norris ſaith, / 
can baue an Idea of a thinking Being, tho I bad no 
Idea of Matter Nay, (were ſuch a ſuppoſition 
poffible) tho there were indeed no ſuch Idea at all, 
p. 32. To which 1 anſwer, He may have an 
Idea of a thinking Being, without having an 
Idea of unextended Subſtance z and for this 
Reaſon, that it is not poſſible to have any 
Idea at all of unextended Subſtance. - 
The Ideas of thinking Being, (faith Mr. Norris) 
and extended Being, are compleat aud really diſt inct 
Ideas, and not one and the fame Idea incompleatly 
conſidered. And if the Ideas of theſe things are 
really diſtin, then the things concerved by theſe 
Ideas, are as really and verily diſtind, as the Ideas 
themſelves are, p. 39. To this I anſwer, 1. That 
things are as really diſtin& one from the other, 
as the Ideas are diſtinct from one another. 
2. The Conſequence was not to be, as it is here, 
then the things conceived by theſe Ideas, are a5 
really diſtinct, c. but thus, Then the Svb- 
ſtances of the things conceived by theſe Ideas, 
are as really and verily diſtin& as the Ideas 
themſelves are : Which is what was to be erg 
5 be ved, 
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ved, but has no manner of Connection with 
the. foregoing Diſcourſe. To have prov'd his 
Point, he ſhould have diſcours'd in this man- 
ner. The Jdeas of the ſubſtance of thinking 
Being, and of the ſubſtance of extended Being, 
are compleat and really diſtin& Ideas, and not 
one and the ſame Idea incompleatly conſidered, 


- And if the Ideas of theſe Subſtances are reall 


diſtin&, then the Subſtances conceived by theſe 
Ideas, are as really and verily diſtin as the 
Ideas themſelves are. Here the Conſequence is 
to the purpoſe : And it is clear, obvious, and 
undeniable, and nothing remains to be proved, 
but that the Ideas of the ſubſtance of thinking 
Being, and of the ſubſtance of extended Being, 
are compleat and really diſtinQ Ideas: Which 
will be done, as ſoon as ever they are produc'd 
and brovght to light. 

Things will be really diſtinct, and the Ideas 


which agree with them, will be really diſtin& 
too, tho* the Subſtance be of the ſame kind. 


The diſtinction of Ideas, is from the diſtinCti- 
on of Properties of which the Ideas mainly con- 
fiſt ; as diſtin& Properties and Affections do 
make things to be diſtinct: For, as to Sub- 
ſtance, we know no more of it, than that it 
does ſupport thoſe Properties, Oc. The di- 
ſtinction of things, is not grounded on their 
Subſtances being of diſtin& kinds, but on di- 
ſtinct Properties added to Subſtance, without 


regarding whether other Properties are added 


to the ſame Subſtance or no, or how many. 
An extended Subſtance (Mr. Norris ſaith) will 
be as diſtinã from a thinking Subſtance, as Extenſion 


15. 
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is from Thought, p. 41. In this, I think Mr. 
Norris is right. My reaſon is, becauſe Exten- 
fon and Thought make all the difference. But 
Mr. Norris ſhould have proved, that Subſtance 
which has Extenſion added to it, is as diſtinct 
from Subſtance, which has Thought added to it, 
as Extenſion is diſtin from Thought, An 
extended Subſtance, is Subſtance veſted with 
Extenſion, Now, "what Idea has any Man of 
that Subſtance, that excludes Thought, more 
than Extenſion ? ? We have an Idea of Extenſion, 
and we ſee that Thought has no neceſlary Con- 
nection with it, nor any conſequential Reſult 
from it; and therefore is not any Affection of 
Extenſion, nor does naturally belong to it: 
But how does it follow from hence, that it may 
not be made an Affection of, or be annexed to 
that Subſtance to which Extenſion i is added ? 
Something muſt be found in the Idea of that 
Subſtance that excludes Thought, more than 
Extenſion, or elſe all that can be ſaid of diſtinct 
Ideas, and diſtinct Beings, will not make it out 
demonſtratively that Thought cannot be added 
to extended Subſtance. 

If an extended Subſtance (ſaith Mr. Norris ) 
can think ; that is, a Subſtance whoſe Eſſence is to 
be extended, then it will be neceſſary that Thought 
ſhould proceed from Extenſion, Las every Property 
that is in a thing, muſt proceed mediately or imme- 
diataly from the Nature or Eſſence of that tbing, 
p- 42, Cc. This Diſcourfe would afford Joſt ; 
ground for variety of Reflections: Bnr I will 
content my ſelf with taking notice, 1. Thar I 
apprehend the words within the 8 
| ON | 
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ſhould have been alittle altered, to make them 
agree more exactly with the Importance of 
thoſe before them; and that they ſhould have 
run thus, | As every Property that is in a Sub- 
ſtance, muſt proceed mediately or immediately 
from the Nature or Eſſence of that Subſtance. ] 

2. That thus, from the whole Diſcourſe, Mr, 
Norris muſt intimate he has ſuch a compleat di- 
ſtin& Idea of Subſtance which is extended, he 
finds in it ſomething that excludes Thought 
more than Extenſion, and from which Exten- 
ſion muſt proceed mediately or immediately. 
Yer, 3. That he expreſſeth himſelf fo in the 
former part of this Diſcourſe, as if he had no 
Idea at all of Subſtance, conſidered diſtinctly 
from Matter; but did take Matter and Sub- 
ſtance, to be twe words ſignifying and expreſ- 
ſing the ſame Idea. For extended Subſtance, 
is, according to Mr. Norris, the Eſſence of 
Matter ; or to be Extended, is the Nature 
and Eſſence of what we ſignify by the word 
Matter. And here he ſpeaks of a Subſtance, 
whoſe Eſſence is to be Extemied. Now, if to be 
Extended, is the Eſſence of Subſtance, Sub- 
ſtance and Matter, muſt be only two words to 
ſignify and expreſs one and the ſame Idea. If 
he makes the Eſſence of the Subſtance, which is 
Extended, to be Extended ; then, according to 
him, there cannot be unextended Subſtance ; 
for nothing can be Subſtance, which has not 
rhe Eſſence of Subſtance : And at this rate, 
thinking Subſtance mult neceſſarily be Exten- 
ded. If all Subſtance is not Extended, then 
to be Extended, cannot be the Eſſence of that 


Sub. 
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Subſtance which is Material: For the Eſſence 
of that Subſtance which is Matter, muſt be the 
ſame with what is the Eſſence of all other Sub- 
" ſtances, be that what it will; unleſs the word 
Subſtance, when uſed with reſpect to Matter, 
has no ſenſe, or is uſed very improperly. But, 
4. If by a Subſtance whoſe Eſſence is © be Ex. 
tended, he means no more than Matter or Sub- 
ſtance to which that Property or Affection is 
added, which makes it to be 1 what 
he hath ſaid here, will ſerve his Pur s Purpoſe e very 
little : Not one jot more, he a 
brought i in the words, Eſſence and Nature, than 
if he had left them both out. For, if a power 
of Thinking ſhould be added to a Subſtance to 
which Extenſion is added, To be able to think, 
will be as much the E ſence of that Subſtance, 
as to be Extended is the Eſſence of it: And 
Thought, with the various Modes of it, will 
roceed, not from Extenſion, as Mr. Norris 
ays, or 'from the Subſtance as Extended ; but 
from it, as having a power of Thinking, To 
ſay then, An Extended Snbſtance is a Subſtance 
whoſe Eſſence is to be Extended, is no more in 
plain Engliſh, than ro ſay, It is Matter, or a 
Subſtance which has that Property or Affection 
added to it, that makes it to be Extended. 
And if any 'other diſtinct, independant Pro- 
perty or Affection be added to the ſame Sub- 
ſtance, it's Eſſence will be, to be what that 
Property makes it, And it will have equal 
Right to be denominated from that Property, 


| as from Extenſion; and the Modifications be- 


longing to it, will not be to be accounted for, 
as 
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as 1 only from Extenſion: For none 
will directly belong to it on that account, but 
what would have belong'd to it, if no other 
2 had been added to it. The other 
Modifications belonging to it, are to be accoun- 


ted for, as proceeding from it by vertue of it's 


having one, or more, other Properties added 
to it. 


Mr. Noyris's Third Argument is this, 


Thirdly, That if God ſhould ſuperadd a power 
of thinking to Matter, the Speries would thereby be 
changed ; and ſo it would not be Matter, but ſome- 
thing elſe that would think. To give Matter a 
Power or Perfection that is no way contained in the 
Idea or Intelligible Efſence of Matter, this world be 
to alter the Species; and inſtead of making Matter 
to do this or that, to make ſometbing elſe to do it, 
which is not Matter. If then God can make Mat- 


ter think, it muſt be by ſomething contain'd in the 


Idea or Eſſence of Matter; for as for any ſuperin- 
duced Perfection that is not within the comprehenſion 


of that Eſſence, that would make a change in the 


Species, p. 51. By Species here, is meant Ex- 
tended Subſtance, the Idea Mr. Norris ſignifies 
by the word Matter. The altering of this 
Species here ſpoken of, is not the taking of 
Extenſion away from the Subſtance veſted with 
it, but the giving to the {ame Subſtance, which 
{till contimies to be Extended, a Power, viz. 4 
Power of Thinking, that is no way contain'd 
in the Idea of Extenſion, or of Extended Sub- 
ſtance ; which with Mr. Norris, is Matter, 

1955 4 Thus, 
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Thus, notwithſtanding the alteration of the 
Species ſpoken of, the Subſtance does not ceaſe' he 
to be Extended, but continues Extended Sub- | © 

| ſtance after that the Power of Thinking is one 
given to it. Now, if any thing is done, after du 


the Power of Thinking is given; that is, if 1! 
there be Thought, it is not the Power that ro 
does it, it is not the Power of Thinking that by | 
thinks; for Powers cannot operate, but that frat 
to which the Power is given. Andif the Power 1 


of Thinking be given to Extended Subſtance, 
then Extended Subſtance can think: For what 1 
has a Power to think, can think. If it ſhall be Jory 


ſill ſaid, But the Species is alter'd, and there- Fe 
fore it is not Extended Subſtance, or Matter, I” 
but ſomething elſe that thinks, I would as& % 
what that ſomething elſe is, that thinks ? If F"** 
the anſwer be, It is thinking Subſtance, 1 %% 
would enquire whether that thinking Subſtance Ext 
is not Extended? Which muſt be acknow- 15 
ledg'd, ſince we are ſpeaking of Extended Sub- 5 


ſtance, to which the Power of Thinking is 
given: And if that Subſtance which thinks, is Ia! 
Extended, can any thing be plainer than this, 
that it is Extended Subſtance that thinks? Nei- Ale! 
ther Extended, nor Unextended Subſtance is 
contained in the Idea of thinking Subſtance : 
Add either of them to that Idea, you alter clic 
the Species. But it is certain, if the Power of that 
Thinking be given to an Extended Subſtance, 
that Extended Subſtance - can think, not by | 
Virtue of its being Extended, bat notwith- , 
ſtanding it is Extended, © | 
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that Subſtance cannot think : For Thought is 
not contain'd in the Idea of Subſtance; And 


Sabſtance cannot think, except a Power of 


Thinking be given to it. Nor will that do: 
For, if God can make Subſtance think, it muſt be 
by ſomething contain'd in the Idea or Eſſence of Sub- 


ſtance : For as for any ſuperinduced Verfection, that 


not within the comprebenſion of that Eſſence, 
that would make a change in the Species; and ſo in- 
ſtead of making Subſtance to think, he would make 
ſomething elſe to think, which is not Subſtance, For 
the Idea of a thing (Mr, Norris ſays) is the mea- 
ſure of its Species; and if any thing be ſuperad- 


ded, that is not in the Idea of a thing; it muſs 
neceſſarily vary the Species of it, The Idea of a 


thing does one way or other comprehend within its 
Extent, whatever belongs to the thing whoſe Idea it 
it, p. 53. Thus, according to this way of 
Arguing, God, inſtead of making Subſtance to 
think, by giving it a Power of Thinking, will 


make ſomething elſe to think: Which ſounds 


to me very like a Contradiction; and is, as if 
he had faid, that God by giving a Power of 
Thinking to one thing, will not make that 
thing able to think, but will make ſomething 
elſe able to think, to which he has not given 
that Power, 

Mr. Norris faith, Tis plain, Matter, (or Ex- 
tended Subſtance ) cannot have Thought, and re- 
main what it is, p. 54. With equal truth and 
evidence, we may ſay, A Soul cannot have 
Thought, and remain what it is, viz. Unex- 


P tended. 


[| 


According to Mr, Norris's way of Arguing 


here, it may with equal ſtrength be Argued. 25 
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tended Subſtance. Who would have imagined 
that Thought ſnould be ſo deſtructive both to 
Extended and Unextended Subſtance, or which 
ever may have it ? Or that if Mr. Norris 
Soul ſhould once think, he muſt unayoidably fall 
under that Grand Misforrune of infallibly lo- 
ſing his own Soul? | 

The Paſlages already quoted, comprehend 
(1 think) the whole force of what Mr. Norris 
hath ſaid about the Point in queſtion ; and 
what has been reply'd, appears to me to make 
it manifeſt it hath not been demonſtratively 
proved, that Extended Subſtance is utterly unca- 
p ible of Thought, 5 9 75 


J am, | 
SIR, 
Tour moſt Humble Servant. 
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Short Diſcourſe of the True 
Knowledge of Chriſt Jeſus. 
To which are added ſome Paſſages 
in the Reaſonableneſs of Chriſtiani- 
ty, &c. and its Vindication. With 
; ſome Animadverſions on Mr. Edwards's 
_ | Reflefions on the Reaſonableneſs of 
_ Chriſtianity, and on his Book, Enti- 
tuled, Socinianiſm Unmask d. 

A Reply to Mr. Edwardss Brief. 
Reflections on a Short Diſcourſe of 

the True Knowledge of Chriſt Jeſus, cc. 
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Id which is prefixd a Preface, 
wherein "Wir! def is ſaid concern- 
ing Neaſon and Antiquity, in the chief 
Controverſies with the Socinians. 

Obſervations on the Animadverſions 
(lately Printed at Oxford) on a late 
Book, Enticuled, the Reaſonablene/s 
of: Chriſtianity, as delivered in the 
Scripttures. 

Some Conſiderations on the Prin- 
cipal Objections and Arguments 
which have been Publiſhed: againſt 
Mr. Locke's Eſſay of Hamane Under 
ſtandins. g. 

A Diſcourſe concerning the! Re- 
fut rection of the fame Body : With two | 
Letters concerning the Neceſſary Im- 
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